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United States Department of the Interior 
B U R E A U  OF L A N D  M A N A G E M E N T  

A R I Z O N A  S T A T E  O F F I C E  
3~7 N. 7th S t r u t  
P.O. Box 16563 

Phoenix, Arizona 85011 

September, 1986 

IN ~ Y  ~ R  T ~  

1792 (040) 

Enclosed is the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for grazing 
management in the Eastern Arizona Study Area. The study area is comprised of 
the Phoenix Resource Area in the Phoenix District and portions of the Gila 
Resource Area and San Simon Resource Area in the Safford District. The draft 
EIS was sent to you earlier. The final EIS consists of comments received on 
the draft EIS, responses to those comments and errata. No changes of 
substance in the analysis of the proposal or its impacts were required by the 
comments received on the draft statement. 

This final EIS should be used with the draft for a full understanding of the 
analysis, comments and responses. 

This EIS will be used by BLM managers in making decisions affecting the 
grazing management program on public lands in the planning area. Shortly 
after the final document is filed with the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), the Phoenix and Safford District Offices of the Bureau of Land 
Management will prepare a Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) that outlines a 
broad decision for rangeland management in the areas. 

Copies of the RPS will be sent to the interested public. Concurrently, the 
District will begin a consultation process with range users, government 
agencies and other parties involved in rangeland management. This 
consultation will lead to the development of specific decisions for each 
grazing allotment. 

Thank you for your interest in this EIS. 
Sincerely 

D. Dean Bibles 
State Director 

Enclosure 



FINAL 
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  S T A T E M E N T  

PROPOSED GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
for the 

EASTERN ARIZONA EIS AREA 

GRAHAM,  COCHISE,  PIMA, PINAL, GILA, MARICOPA,  

YAVAPAI ,  C O C O N I N O ,  APACHE,  AND 

NAVAJO COUNTIES,  A R I Z O N A  

p ~ p a ~ d  by 

D e p a ~ m e ~  of the Inter ior  

Bureau of Land M a n a g e m e ~  

PHOENIX A N D  SAFFORD DISTRICT 

State Director 
Arizona State Office 

This drab environmental impa~ ~ e m e ~  (EIS) addresses future grazing management options for 
app rox im~y  one million ac~s of public lands admini~ered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) through its Phoenix and Safford Distri~ Offices. The EIS recommends levels of livestock 
grazing management, ~ e ~ e s  needed ~nge improveme~& and outlines a schedule of 
im~eme~ation. Measu~s to protect or enhance e n ~ r o n m e ~  resources have been incorporated 
into the program. A l ~ m ~ e s  con~de~d in addition to the proposed action include Co~inuafion of 
Present Manageme~ (No A ~ n )  Reduced L~e~ock Use and No Livestock G~zing. A concise 
d e s c d ~ n  of the affected en~ronment and an analysis of the enNronme~  consequences resulting 
from im~eme~ation of the proposed action and each a l ~ r n ~ e  is included in the document. 

For Fu~her I n f o r m ~ n  Contact: Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader, Safford DiOde, Bureau of 
Land Management, 425 E. 4th Street, Safford, AZ 85546, or call (602) 428-4040, or James Anderson, 
Assi~a~ Team Leader, Phoenix DiOde, Bureau of Land Management, 2015 West Deer Valley Road, 
Phoenix, AZ 85027, or call (602) 863-4464. 

Date Statement made available to EPA and public 

FDinalr:aft: Q-r-~ ...... IL. . . .  s~p ee Ig~ 
SEP ~ 9 1988 

]]"].'" 
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LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS 
TO WHOM COPIES OF THE STATEMENT WERE SENT 

BLM sent copies of the draft EIS and requested copies from a~ affected grazing permi~ees, 
interested individuals and the following agencies and interest groups: 

Federal Agencies Arizona State Agencies 

A d ~ r y  Council on H ~ c  P~s~vaf ion  
Ag~cu~urM Sta~Hz~ion and Cons~va~on 

S~vice 
Army Co~s  of E n ~ n ~  
Bureau of Indian A ~ i r s  
Bureau ~ M ~  
Bureau of R ~ m a f i o n  
Coun~l on E n ~ n m ~ l  Q u ~ W  
Depa~ment of C o m m ~  
Dep~tment  of De~nse 
Depa~ment of Inte~or 
E n v i ~ n m e n ~ l  Protec~on Agency 
Fish and Wfl~i~ Service 
Forest S ~  
Ge~o~cM Survey 
NafionM Park S ~ v i ~  
Soil Conservation Ser~ce 

County Supervisors and Planning 
Boards 

Apache County 
Cochise County 
Coconino County 
Gila County 
Graham County 
Ma~copa County 
Mohave County 
Nav~o County 
Pima County 
Pinal County 
Santa Cruz County 
YavMpai County 
Cen~M A~zona Asso~a~on of Governmen~ 
D ~ t  4 Coun~l of Governmen~ 
LocM Indian tribM leaders 
Ma~copa Asso~a~on of Governmen~ 
No~hern A~zona Coun~l of Governmen~ 
Southeast A~zona Government Organizations 

Ag~culture and H o ~ u ~ u r e  Commission 
Clea~ng House 
Department of Library, Archives and Public 

Records 
Depa~ment of Transpo~afion 
Game and Fish Depa~ment 
Governofs C o m m ~ o n  A~zona Environment 
Office of Econom~ Planning and Dev~opment 
Natural He~tage Program 
State Histo~c Preserva~on Officer 
State Land C o m m ~ o n e r  
State Land Department 
State Parks Board 
Univer~ty of A~zona 
Water Resources Depa~ment 

Special Interest Groups 

A~zona Cattlegrowers Asso4aOon 
A~zona Desex Bighorn Sheep So~ety 
A~zona 4-whe~ D~ve Asso~afion 
A~zona Sta~  Asso~ation 4-Whe~ D~ve Clubs 
A~zona Wfl~ife Fed~afion 
A~zona Woolgrowers Asso~afion 
Audubon S o ~ y  
Cochise Cattlegrowers Asso4agon 
De~nders of Wfl~i~ 
Desex T o ~ s e  Counol 
League of Women Vo~rs 
Na~onM Coun~l of PubHc Land U s e s  
NaturM Resources De~nse Council 
Phoenix D i ~ c t  Gra~ng Advisory Board 
Phoenix D ~ t  Public Lands Advisory Board 
P u ~  Lands Council 
Safford D i ~ c t  Gra~ng Advisory Board 
Safford D ~ t ~  Publ~ Lands Adv:sory Board 
S ~ r a  Club Oocal and national) 
Wild Burro Protection Asso~afion 
Wilderness So4~y  
Wfldli~ S o ~ y  



ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES 

Federal 

Senator Denn~ DeCondni 
Senator Barry G~dwater 
Representative Jim Kolbe 
Representa~ve John McCain 
Representative Eldon Rudd 
Representagve Bob Stump 
Representagve Mor~s K. Uda~ 

State 

Senator Bill Davis 
Senator Tony Gabaldon 
Senator A.V. "Bill" Hardt 
Senator John Hays 
Senator Jeffrey Hill 
Senator Greg Lunn 
Senator John Mawhinney 
Senator Peter Rios 
Senator S.H. "Hal" Runyon 
Senator Ed Sawyer 

Senator A1 Stephens 
Representagve Gus Arzberger 
Representa~ve 
Representative 
Representative 
Representa~ve 
Representative 
Representative 
Representative 
Representative 
Representative 
Representagve 

Bart Baker 
David B a r ~ t  
Janice Brewer 
Dave Carson 
Bob Denny 
R~d Ewing 
Henry Evans 
Edward G. Guerrero 
Larry Hawke 
Roy Hudson 

Representative Jack B. Jewett 
Representa~ve Joe Lane 
Representa~ve Sam A. McConnell Jr. 
Representagve Richard "Dick" Pacheco 
Representa~ve James B. Rafliff 
Representa~ve Sterling Ridge 
Representative E.C. "Polly" Rosembaum 
Representa~ve Nancy Wessell 
Representa~ve John Wettaw 
Representative Pat Wright 

\ y ~ ~k:i"i°̧~ 

t 



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Review Process 

The dra~ EIS was filed w~h the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency on September 23, 1985. 
The 6~day comment pe~od ended December 6, 
1985. 

A no~ce of availability of the dra~  EIS, 
in~uding the announcement  of publ~ mee~ 
ings, was published in the Federal R e g ~ r  on 
September 26, 1985. 

More than 800 copies of the dra~  EIS were 
mailed to federal, state and local government 
agen~es, organiza~ons and individuals for 
review and commen~ News r~eases from 
regional papers provided in fo rmafon  on how to 
obtain copies of the dra~ EIS. 

BLM conducted public meetings in St. Johns,  
Phoenix, Tucson and Sierra Vista on October 
29, 30 and November 5, and 6, 1985, respecfv~y,  
for the purposes of providing additional info~mm 
~on or for cla~ficafion of the dra~ EIS. Nin~ 
teen letters of comment were received ~om va~ 
ious agen~es, organizations and individuals. 

The EIS team reviewed aH commen~ and 
responded to those p resenfng  new data, ques-
~oning the dra~ a n ~ y s ~  or ra i~ng issues r~a~  
ing to the environm'ent~ impa~s  of the Pro-
posed Ac~on and ~ r n a t i v e s .  AH commen~ 
pe~aining to the Proposed Ac~on or alterna-
fives will be con~dered by BLM managers  in 
making g ra~ng  management  d e a c o n s  for the 
Eastern A~zona Study Area. 

The final EIS, which in~udes the w ~ e n  
commen~,  will be sent to the Secretary of the 
Inte~o~ the Environmental  Protecfon Agency 
and those agen~es, organizafons  and i n ~ v i ~  
uals who rec~ved the dra~  EIS. Copies may  be 
inspected at the following BLM offices: the 
State Office, Phoenix, A~zona; the Office of 
Public Affairs, Washington, D.C.; Phoenix, Dis-
t ~  Office, Phoenix, A~zona; and the Safford 
D ~ t ~  Office, Safford, A~zona. 
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October 3, 1985 

Mr. Lester K. Rosenkrance 
Distr ic t  Manager 
Safford Distr ic t  Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Re: Draft  EIS 
- Eastern Arizona Grazing 

DOI-BLM (Safford) 

Dear Mr. Rosenkrance: 

I have reviewed the d ra f t  report  submitted fo r  the above pro-
j ec t .  The report  appears to consider adequately the cu l tura l  
resources of the pro ject  area at th is  stage of inves t iga t ion .  
Pursuant to 36 CFR, Part 800 of the Advisory Counci l 's regu-
la t ions ("Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties'~, 
we look forward to continuing the consul tat ion process re-
garding the cu l tu ra l  resources of th i s  pro jec t .  

We appreciate your cooperation wi th th is  o f f i c e  in complying 
with the h i s t o r i c  preservat ion requirements f o r  federal 
undertakings. I f  you have any questions about any of t h i s ,  
please contact me at 255-417~. 

Sincerely,  

Teresa ~. H~ffman 
Archaeologist 

f o r  Donna J. Schober 
State H i s to r i c  Preservation Of f i cer  

TLH:mes 

~ GREA~IR AR I ~ O N A R / ~ I I E ~ S ui te7225North200AOracle  Road 

Tucson,  Ar i zona  85704 
(602) 297-6009 

October  11, 1985 

D i s t r i c t  Manager 
gu reau  of  Land Management 
S a f f o r d  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
425 ~ a s t  4th S t r e e t  
S a f f o r d ,  Ar izona  85546 

Re: Sep t .  1985 Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  Study 

Dear S i r :  

With r e g a r d s  to the  above noted  s t u d y .  G r e a t e r  
Ar i zona  Ranches w i s h e s  to comment as to the  f a c t  t h a t  we 
a re  in f a v o r  of  l e a v i n g  the  range  and the  g u i d e l i n e s  as 
they  a re  e s t a b l i s h e d  today .  

S ~ n c e r e l y ,  : 

'" Wer n ~ p~e~i dent~ ¢ 'Goe~  ~ '  ~,, 

~ 2( 

WGG/jlm 
cc:  Phoenix District 
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~ NUCLEAR R EGULATORyCOMMI~NWAS~NGTO~ ~ ~ ~ 5UNITED STATES~. , ~ 

Mr. Lester Rosenkrance, D is t r i c t  Manager 
Safford D is t r i c t  Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
U.S. Department of In ter ior  
425 E. 45th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Rosenkrance: 

In response to your le t te r  dated September 20, 1985, we have reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the U.S. Department 
of In ter ior  for the Proposed Grazing Management Program, Eastern Arizona 
Area. Our review was directed to whether the action described in the draft 
EIS involved matters within our jur isd ic t ion by law or special expertise or 
had any potential impact on ~RC licensed f a c i l i t i e s .  No potential effects. 
were ident i f ied;  therefore~ we have no specif ic comments on the draft EIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft  document. 

Sincerely, 

)4~_, ~/.!---
James P. Knight, Acting Director 
Division of Engineering 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

4 



@ 
C H A ~  t ~9RuCE BABmTTGov~.~ 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
HIGHWAYS D I V I ~ O N  

2 ~  ~ h  ~ n ~  ~ ~ m x ,  A ~ a  ~ 7  

~tober 21, 1985 ~eEn~~o~RD 

Mr. Lester K. Rosenkrance 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 5ast 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

~: ~tern Ar~a Gr~Dr~t 
E n v ~ l  Impact Stat~ 

Dear Mr. Rosenkrance: 

Thank you for the opportunity to ~c~ment on the Eastern Arizona Grazing Draft 
Environn~ntal Inlpact Statement. The proposed action will n~Dst likely enhance the 
vegetative resources of the BLM land in the affected area and increase the value 
of these assets for the entire public, 

The involvement of the State Highway Systefn in this grazing improve~ent proposal 
is slight, although the construction of new roads and ~n~rove~nt of existing 
hig~ays i~ the future will b~ve sc~e effect as highway rights-of-way are ~oved 
or i~proved. These ~npacts will be site specific and will not adversely l,~act 
the overall effort of rangela~ /mprovement. In all cases, the construction of 
new highway fencing or the i[~prove/,entof existing right~of-way fencing will en-
hance the ability of the B~M allotment manager to control his livestock and 
assist in better livestock distribution. When highway construction projects ar~ 
proposed, input into the planning and design process by the BLM ad~nistrators, 
allotment managers, and general public will be invited through the public hearing 
process. 

Again, thar~ you for providing the Arizona Departm~ent of Transportation (AfX2T) 
with the opportunity to review this enviror~rental docLm~ent. A~OT will pay 
special attention to future projects which may i~pact this area of concern. We 
look forward to continued coordination with the Phoenix and Safford Districts of 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

P~:~B:eh 

Enviror~nental Planning Services 
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United States l)epartmcm {ffthc Interior 
B U R E A U  O F  M I N E S  

m ,~ ~,)x ~ s ~  

"'"'~7,';&~i~'~ . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . .~,~,' . . . . .  

Intermountain Field Oper~tlons Center 

October 3 1 ,  1985  

~ :  D i s t r I c ~  ~ a n a ~ e r ,  ~ureau  o f  La~d H a n a g e m e n ~  ~ a f ~ o r d  O i s t r l c t  ' 
0 f~ l ce ,  ~25 E0 ~th S t ree t ,  $~f~ord,  A~i~ona 855~b 

From: ~ief, in~r~t~n Field Operations Center 

Subject: ~view of draft ~ l impact statement (EIS) for the 
grazing ~ n t  program in the Eastern Arizona ~ y  ~ 

~ you requested, we have reviewed the draft EIS for the eastern Arizona 
~ g  ~ n t  program. Our interest in the proposed plan concerns 
potential impacts on mineral resources and their ~ t . 

None of the alternative grazing plans aFpear to impact mineral exploration 
or ~ t activity, a concluslon stated in the " S ~  of Impacts" on 
page 8. ~ have no objection to the ~c~t as presented, or to implemen-
tatlon of any of the alternative plans. 

6 
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Unit~ States ~rest R~i~ 3 517 ~Id Avenue, ~ 
D~artment of ~Ice ~ b ~ ,  ~ ~I02 
~ e ~  

R~ly ~: 1950 

Date: 
I I  IOl l l  

Lester ~. Rosenkrance 
District ~snager 
Bureau of Land ~anagenlent 
Safford District Office 
425 ~. 4th. Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Rosenkrance: 

We have received the DEIS on the Eastern Ar~zons Grazing !~anagement Program 

(USDI-BL~!) and have no co[,~ents. 

~ ~~ ~ t  P~ann~nz 

. . . . . . . . . . . .u~T~° S''TESSECnO"~ ~TERNA~ONALTHE~ O ~ ~ : , T E  3,O U.....BOUNDARYsTATEsANDWATERCOMMIS~ONANDME.CO 

NOV ~ ~ ~9~ 

Bureau of Land Hanagement 
Safford District Office 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 855~6 

Dear Mr. Rosenkrance: 

~ank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the grazing management program in the Eastern Arizona 
Study Area enclosed with your letter of September 20, 1985 (reference #1792). 

~e southernmost boundary of the Study Area is along the International 

Should you have questions regarding this, please contact Division Engineer 
: J. S. Valdez at (915) 541-7335 or FTS 572-7335. 

~e opportunity to review and cogent on the EIS is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Investigations & Planning Division 



~ UnRed StatestowEaCOLORADOR~ALBUR~̂U OEBECLAM̂nO~Department of the In(~:~ior 
~0. Box 427 

gEF[RT(~INRePlY LC-159 BOULDERC~Y, NEVADA~ S  

tzo.~ N01t19~8~ 
~emorandum 

TO~ DistrictManager~ Safford District Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, 425 E. 4th Street, Safford, Arlzo~a 85546 

From: ~Actlng geglonal Director 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental ~pact Statement (EIS) for Proposed
Gr~zlng Managemcnt Program - Eastern Arizona Area 

. 
We have reviewed the subject draft EIS and have the ~llowl~g co~ents to 
of{er: 

~ I ml-ml~ed°~~ l l 6 ; b ° ~ :  ~ :~b : :~a~i~ : :~ (~ ;~ : l °¢ ;T~l~ t ing  Ca~ego~ for ~. . . . . . .  

~ | 2. Pa~e 25~ Qualm: Mear~s quail  should be Montezu~ quai l .  

~ s  I ~ ; ~ ' , :  ~: :~ : : ;~ . ' :~7~:~ ;~?~%~;~:~ ; ;~ :~ ,~  ~°" ~ 

i 
~ S  I aria;~:;:s3:~'th~77t[l'g~[;u::ds:;tp;s~:s:d°5.h~shedCh~'terareasl[[:re~ . . . ......., the , , g  . . . . . . . . . .  bered,::n;2;d~:c;::~:Thef]g~re~ee:~:::~:onp~ge2, 

-I 
~7 I } ~ : ~ 2 ~ 2 ~ 2 ~ ; h ~ : ~  : : ~ r a ~ l : ~ : : ~ :  "mud. . . . .  

~ 8  I L..~r~,'~:~7;~:L~7::::~:~; .~.~.... ~g~ac~,on2~X~s2h;~i~a:~ no 

~ ~ Alternative wouldneg~tiveg"Pa~eimpactS~'Recreat]°nlt°increaseAlternatlvehuntlngandTableD"2-2"As n°cedPagewlldllfe9"°nassignSpageobservatlo~57'atheSigniflcantopportu~Itlep,NO Grazl~g 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft EIS. 

d 

II I H I I I 
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• A@r~r~Un"ed Sl~s~Depadmen~of 8er~iceS°llcon~4~atio. Phoenix,Sulte 200'Arlzona/O!gast850121ndlan°la 

November 19, 1985 

District ~na~r 
Bureau of ~nd Mana~nt 
425 East 4th Street 
Saf~ord~ Arizona 85546 

~ar Sir: 

This is in response to your letter of September 20 asking for co--ants on the 
draft En~ron~nt~ Impact ~ate~nt for the grazing management program in the 
Easters Arizona Study Area. 

~ have "~o negative co.ants but appreclat~ the opportunity ~o review this 
draft. " 

. 

S i n c e r e l y , 

+ 
Verne M. Bathur+t 
State ~nserva~on~t 

/ -

, 

. . . . .  t + ~  ~ t ~ ~ It l ~ 4 + + ~ l ~ l  
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~ e  ~ ~ ~ &J~mm ~ D. E~mlJ~c ~ +  

. . 

M~ORANDUM 

TO: Bureau of La~ Management, DOI 

FROM: Arizona State ClearKnghouse 

DATE: November 29, 1985 • -

RE: Bureau of Land "Management, Safford District Office 

./ 

DRAFT Eastern Arizona Grazing Environmental Impact Statement 
SAI NO: AZ 85-80-0041 ., 

This memorandum is in response to the above project submitted to the 
Arizona State Clearinghouse for review° , 

The project has been reviewed pursuant to the Executive Order 12372 
by certain Arizona State officials and Regional Councils of Government~ 

The Standard Form 424 is attached along with any comments that were 
received for submission wlah the project. The comments are advisory. 

Attac~ents . • 

~¢: Arizona State ~ear~house 
Applicant 

/ 

~ ~ w~-~,~ o - ~  ~ . ~ - ~  a ~  ~ o 7  ~acr~2~-5~a . 

. • 
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~NOI'~'~u~,~[~:~ ~ ' ~  S~-O~ON~c~o~"z" ~-c~w.:~,,~-c . . ~  

f u t u r e  Braz ing  management o p t i o n s  fo r  a p w o x i m a s e l y  one m i l l i o n  acres of p u b l i c  lands  
" admi .~s te red  by the Bureau of  Land Hanagemen¢ th rough  i~s Phoeni~ & Sa f fo rd  0~s~r~c¢ 

offices.  

I I 

Agncul~e & HO~ul tu~~ r ~ '  
421 Capitol Ann~ WeR 
Phoen~, AZ B5007 

FROM: Adzona S ~  O ~ r ~ g h o u ~  
1 ~ 0  West W ~ h ~  ~ Room 505 
P h o e ~  Arizona 85007 

I 

~,~  A o ~  ~¢..,,.~ ~Au 

o c tQ ~ .,, ~ ~ , , , . . ~ 5 . ' 8  0 - 0  0 4 1  

Game & Fish 
AR. & Herr. 
~ater 
Land Region [ , I I , I I I , V , V I  
Arid L3nd S~udles 
Traospor~at ion 
Parks 

This project b referred to you for review a~d comment. Please evaluate as 
tO the following quest~ns. A~er  completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE 
XEROX COPY to the CJearinghou~ no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from 
the date noted above. ~ea~  contact the Clearinghou~ at 255-500¢ if you 
need f u ~ h ~  ~ fo rm~ion  or addit ion~ time for rev~w. 

~>lO ,.cmmen: on lh,s erolec~ F~  P'oposal ~ ~p¢o~ed ~ ,../t,i:~n ~CoP,nen l  $ ~ ifld,c3?¢C =e,cW 

...............................................13~,[] .o13.o,..............,.... 
2 DOeSC,O,?CtccnIrl~ute Io ~TaIe'z.,~e~.~/or at~awl=e~C~15a~d ObleCI,ve$of w.lch yOU 8re 'a t~ , i ,$ f~  Ves [ ]  NO 

; ,~ :.~,~ ,;~o,,aoo, ~o~,,~:,~...,,. o~.., ,,o~..~o~.. ~, ,o~, ~o,o~,,~,,,,,e~ ~o~.,o, ~o~,, ,.~ ~ , ,~ , .~ , ' [ ]~o ,  [ ]  ,,~ 

~ ~'"' ='~'°~ "~°  °° ~ ' ~  ~ '  °° ~'""°° ° ' = ~ ' ~  * ""  ~°°' ~ ° ~ .  ° ' * "~ '"  ~'o o~ ,~=~" . , ~ ' D  ~,~ F ' ] .~  

~ ~°~"°'°~"'°'o"'~"~'o''o,o'o'oo~'~o,,.o~,,~'[]~, FI,~o 

~ o,;~ ~,,,,.~ , ~ . . , , ,  ~o~,~, , . .  ,.,eDDie ~,,~,, Do ,o,~o, ~,~o,~,.,oo. [ ]  ~ [ ]  ~o 

, ~.~.e~c°~"~'h°`'`:°~.~°°''~'~'`~`.~°'~`°r~°~,°°`~.'"~h'c"`'°°~.~,'~'~E]~`~3~° 



Tq: s''~Ti;'~;7 ......~IL.z~'~ 0-0 0 4 1.__ 

%??,,'o~;~
A,~o.~ ~ e  ~ Bo~s ~ °  Wat e r 
%6BBWAdlms'nm'p#oe~AZ 8500? I ~  Land R.gion I , I I  , I I I  ,V,Vl 

Ar id Land S[udies 
Transportat ion 
parks

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghou~ 
1700 We~ W ~ n ~ o n  Steer, Room 505 
Phoen~, Adzona 8 5 0 0 7  

This project ~ ~ e d  to you ~ r  ~ v ~ w  and commenL ~e~e  ev~u~e as 
to ~ e  ~ B o ~ n g  q u e n c h &  A h ~  c o m p l e t ~  return THIS FORM AND ONE 
XEROX COPY te ~ e  C~ar~ghou~  no later thsn 1__7WORKING D~YS. from 
~e  d~e n~ed  abov& P I ~  c o ~ a ~  ~ e  O e ~ g h o u ~  ~ 2 5 ~ 5 0 0 i  ~f you 
need ~ h ~  ~ r m a t i o n  or add~ion~ dine ~ r  review, 

[ ] N o  comment on m~ project ~Praposal  ~ suooorte~ a~,t,r,t:~n [ ]  Cbmmenls as ind,ca:ec be,ow 

1 ~ prolecI consistent with Your agencygoalsar~ cDl~ctive$t--'] Yes [ ]  NO [ ~  NOt Relative to th~ a~encv 

2. Doesorolect c~nlr~buteto st°tow'de an~l°rareaw1°egea~aria°°leclwes°~wmc~y°u are ~am"~r?[] Yes [ ]  N° 

3 ~ thereover~o or du¢hCahOnw~m~Iner stateagercv or loca~r~c~ns~bi~e~ anchor goa,sant ~}gcI,ves'[~ Yes [ ]  NO 

4 W;II prolectnavean adverseeffecton e~sfingprogramsw,th youragencyOrw,m,n~ro!ec: ,mcsc"srea:[~]VeS [ ]  ~O 

5, Doe$orolect wolate any rules ar regu~ons of your ~gencv) [ ]  Y=$ [ ]  No 

6 Doesproiec~aoeQualetyaddressthe iniend¢~effects on targetpopulation) [ ]  Yes [ ]  NO 

7. ~ ~o~ect in accordw~h exi~inga~l,cable laws, rulesor regulationsWlthwhichyOUare ~amil~f?[ ]  Y2S [ ]  ~O 

Add,t,cn~ Commeni~ IUse bacX o~ snel l  # necessary). 

........ . ..... 

..... 

,o/, 
. . . . . . . .  <~s-m-VIT~ 

In: 

C h r i s t o p h e r  J .  BavasI .  Ex. D(~.  
NACOC, R ~ g i o n  I I ~  
i19  E, A~pen S t .  
F l a g s t a f f ,  Ar ~zona  86001  

FROM: Arizona Sta~ Oeadnghou~ 
1700 West W ~ h ~ n  Steer. Room 505 
P h o e ~  Arizona 8500~ 

............................m ~ ~ .......~ - 8  CkO 0 41 
Came & F~sh 
Ag, & H o r t .  
Water 
~an~ Region I , I I , I I I , V , V I  
A r i d  Land S c u d l e s  
T r a n s p o r  t a t  i on  
P a r k s  

Thk  ~ e c !  is ~ e d  So you ~ r  ~ v ~ w  and commen~ ~ e ~ e  ev~ua~ as 
~ ~ e  ~ I ~  queStionk A ~  c o m e . i o n ,  ~ t u m  T H ~  FORM AND ONE 
XEROX COPY ~ ~ e  ~ h c u ~  no ~ r  Ihan i 7 W O R ~ N G  OAYS from 
the date noted ~bovm ~ea~ c o ~ c t  ~e ~ e ~ h o u s e  ~ 255~0~ ~~fyou 
ne~ ~ r  ~ r m ~ n  or ~ d ~ n a l  dine ~ f  ~ e w .  

[ ]  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F~  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  • C O  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1. ~ p m ~  co~,stenl ~ your ~ e n ~  ~ t ~  a~  ~l~c: , '~es~ Yes [ ]  No [ ]  NO~ Ra~,ve %o~ ~en~  

2. o o ~  ~o,~ ~ o ~ o o ~  ~ ~ . . . ~ 0  . n O ~ ,  ~ . * , 0 ~  ~=, ~od oo,o~,,~. ~ w . ~ .  ~o~ .,o , . ~ , ~ , ~ . - 0  ~ [ ]  ~o 

~ . , . e , e  o.~r,~o o~ ~o~,, . ,~on w l , .  o t . . r  ~ , ~  ~ O ~ y  or , o . ,  ~ o o , , . ~ , o ,  oo~,o, ~o~,. 0.~ ® ~ c , , ~ . , ' 1 3  ~ s  [ ]  " o  

~. ~ . .  ~o~o~ ~o~o ~o ~ , ~  ~ff~_, o~ ~ . , o 0  o . o ~ , ~  ~,~.  ~oo~ a~eo~ o. ~ . h ~  . , o , ~ ,  ,~oa~, ~ r ~ E 3  ~°~ F - l ~ o  

5. Doesprolec: ',lo!a:e arv ,ules ol regula!,on$of youl ~ency) F~ Yes [ ]  ~0 

6 Does~tojeccsO~uatel?addressthe mteno¢~e~fectson :argotPopular,on?[ ]  Ye~ [ ]  NO 

7. ~ p,o!e~ ~ accordw,lh el,sire9aP~ao~ ~ws.rulesOr regulal.on$w,lb wh~hyou a~efam,l,ar)[ ]  Yes [~] NO 

Add~n~ C~men~ IU~~ck~ ~e~ ~neces~i 

/ ~  .~, 

Tine  Kenneth J. Sweet. Executive Director T~eon~ne 
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1 ~ 2  

1 ~ 3  

Les te r  K. Rosenkrance, D i s t r i c t  M~nager 
B~reau of Land Manag~r~nt 
Sa f fo rd  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
425 E. F o u r t h  S t r e e t  
Sa f fo rd ,  #~Z 85546 

S u b j e c t :  ~ n t s  on Dr~ f t  E n v ~ r o ~ n t ~  I ~ a c t  S t a t ~ n t  and P r o ~ s ~  Graz ing  
~ n ~ n t  P r o g r ~  f o r  the  Eas te rn  A r i zona  EIS area.  

~ a r  S~r:  

We a re  e x t r ~ ] y  d i s a p ~ i n t ~  w i t h  ~ t h  the DEIS, and the P r o ~ s ~  A c t i o n .  
The o b f u s c a t i o n s ,  con t rad~c t$ons ,  and ~ i s i o n s  th roughou t  the  ~ I S  are such 
as to ~ k e  the  d o c e n t  d i f f i c u l t  to  c ~ r e h e n d ,  and to ra ise  q u e s t i o n s  as 
to the thoroughness w l t h  ~ [ c h  ~t was p r e p a r e .  I n  turn~ these q u e s t i o n s  cast  
doubt on the P r o ~ s ~  A c t i o n .  

Chapter  1 , Sec t i on  IV, i d e n t i f i e s  a f u n ~ n t a l  " i s s u e "  t ha t  the  ~ I S  
and the P r o ~ s ~  A c t i o n  f a i l  to  a d ~ u a t e t y  a ~ r e s s :  

"Has e x i s t i n g  g r a z i n g  i ~ a ~ r ~  w i l d ] ~ f e  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ? "  

Accord ing  to the preponderance of ev idence Jn the DE[S, the a n ~ r  i s  yes, 
and to e se r i ous  e x t e n t .  Yet ,  the  P r o ~ s ~  A c t i o n  tacks s u f f i c i e n t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
~ a s u r e s  to c o r r e c t  th~s s i t u a t i o n .  

~ e v e r ,  acco rd ing  to t a b l e  3 -1 ,  on l y  4~ of ~ range lands  ~n the EIS 
area a re  [n  e x c e l l e n t  c o ~ i t J o n ,  ~ e r e a s  60.9~ of these  lands a re  i n  ~ r e l y  
" f a i r "  or  ~ o r  c o n d i t i o n .  ~ Y n  and Range acreage a p ~ a r s  to ~ ~n ~ r t ~ c u l a r [ ~  
d e p l o r a b l e  c o n d i t i o n  w~th ?2 .?$  c l a s s ~  as f a i r  or  ~ o r ,  and on ] y  3.1~ Jn the 
" e x c e ~ l e n t "  ca tegory .  OveraI ]~  83.1~ of the  acreage ~s s t a t i c  in  t r e ~ ,  w~th 
6 .6~ d e t e r i o r a t i n g ,  and on l y  7.3~ s h y i n g  an u ~ r d  t r e n d  [n range c o U r t , o n .  
These f~gures  suggest  t h a t  these range lands  have ~ e n  ~ r o p e r ] y  or  i n a d ~ u a t e I y  
~ n a g ~ ,  and t ~ t  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  ~s r ~ u ~ r ~ .  

~ e n d ~ x  10 s h ~ s  t ha t  of the 246 ~ s J n  and ~ n g e  a I l o t ~ t s ,  under  the  

~ : % ~ : ~ 2 : ~ i ~  r : ; ? ~  t j : ~  n~;e t r ~ : ~ ?  ~ :e  ~ ; 2 ; : d : ; , ~ a u 3 ~ ' l  l ~ : t  s 

f a re  even ~ r s e  under  the  P r o ~ s ~  A c t i o n ,  w~th no ~ r o v ~ n t  Jn any of  the  

12 
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1 ~ 4  

1~5  

1 2 ~  
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1 ~ 8  

The DEIS i s  r ~ n i s s  in  not a s s i g n i n g  economic va lues  to w i l d l i f e ,  and d i s c u s s i n g  
the alternatives in this ~rsDectlve. What are the specific impacts of the 
various alternatives on wildlife pepulations, and ~qat are the r~ificatJons 
of these J~cts as relat~ to "Soc~aI" a~ "Econ~[c" ~ssues? ~at ~uld 
~ncreas~ ~pu]atJons of 9~ a~ non-g~ specie~ ~an to the ~rea's econ~, 
~n respect to recreatJonal~ cons~tive and non-cons~tiv~ use of w~dli~e? 
~e'd like to see thls info~tJon tran~lat~ Into ~llars, to a]I~ a ~an~n~fu] 
c~rlson of alternative uses of range]a~. 

Chapter I, Section ~, refers to 1,060,000 acres [n the stay area. ~apter 
II, Section If, Allot~nt Cat~orizatlon, gives a breakd~ of acreage by ~nage-
~nt category. The acreage by cat~ory totals 1,046,203. ~at is t~ status 
of the r~Jning 13~797 acres? S~ries of the lnfo~tion Jn ~ixes 
I and 2 might ~ke this clear, but there are none. We suggest t~t the Final 
EIS ~ncl~ s~r~es of this data. 

The Pro~s~ Action is inad~uate in regard to conserving a~ enhancing 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. ~apter IV, Section E praises significant 
~neficiaI ~ct on wi[d[~fe only for I0 out of 336 aliot~nts. Ri~rlan 
a~ aquatic habitats ~uld suffer a "significant negative i~ect", according 
to Table 2-2. ~bitat su~rtive of ~st wildlife s~cies will r~In static 
~n trend or decline on the ~jorlty of the acreage~ 

The ~Itry i~rov~nt Jn s~ types of wildlife habitat pr~J6~ by the 
Pro~s~ Action depe~s on the construction of "rangeland i~rov~nts". ~e 
pro~s~ i~rov~nts, under Allot~nt ~nag~nt Plans for ten "I~rove" cat~ory 
a]lot~nts, ~uld cost $437,200, according to TabJe 4-I. ~ i x  3~ Section 
~, d., states t~t one of the ]~rove ~t~ory Criteria is that "~rtunitles 
exist for ~sit~ve econ~ic return frm public Jnvest~nts." Chapter I~, Section 
I], ~, 7, incl~es the stat~nts that "All allot~nts ~n ~lch rangele~ 
i~rov~nt fu~s are to ~ spent will ~ subject to econ~Ic analysis." ~ 
furthers "The hi~est priority for [~i~nt~[on generally will ~ assign~ 
to t~se i~rov~nts w~th the highest ~nefJt-cost ratio." 

~ver, these i~rov~nts are project~ to increase ~'s by 1,2~ ~r 
year for the s~rt te~ (14 years, ~r Chapter IV~ Section [~, 4., ~s[c Ass~tlons), 
Even ass~ing an i~iate res~nse of the range co~Itlons to these i~rov~nts, 
by increasing 1,2~ ~'s over the s~rt te~ at the rate of $1.86, the return 
on this considerable [nvest~nt iS at the rate of less than I~. ~e a~It~onal 
~ clai~or the long te~ life of t~se ~rov~nts ~uld increase the 
rate-of-return to only ].6% over the long te~. It ~u]d a~ar t~t these 
~rov~nts cannot ~y for thee]yes over any reasonably ex~ct~ useful 
life. 
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I f  expend i tu res  fo r  the proposed rangeiand improvements are indeed 
subjected to the stated economic analyses, we are forced to conclude that  
they w i l l  p r o b a b l y  never be b u i l t .  I f  these improvements are not deve loped,  
range cond i t ion  end w ~ d ~ f e  hab i ta t  would remain in status qua cond i t ion .  

Table 3-5 i den t i f i es  Impor tan t  W i i d l ~ e  Areas, i nc lud ing  some hav in  9 
" W ~ d ~ f e  Habi tat  Improvement  Po ten t ia l " ,  some as "necessary fo r  s u r v i v a l  
of a species" ,  some as "capab le  of p roduc ing  h igh  popu la t ion  of w i l d ~ f e " ,  
some as hab i ta t  for  Threatened ~ Endangered species, and so f o r t h .  What 
is the management p lan fo r  these areas under the Proposed Ac~on? What 
are the impacts to these areas, by a l te rna t i ve?  These areas are i d e n t i f i e d  

~ l ~  geographically only by townsh ip  There is . . . . . . .  ia t lon  to be mad. . . .  lng 
the In format ion in the document, between these areas and e i t he r  Iand ownersh ip  
pat terns ,  a~otment  numbers,  or range cond i t ion .  An ommission of t h i s  sort  
is ne~Ugent,  and confounds any a t tempt  to draw meaningful  conclusions concerning 
these areas. Should we assume, in the absence of any in format ion to the 
con t ra ry ,  that  a l l  of these areas are BLM acreage, and in poor and dec l i n i n  9 
condi~on? 

Chapter  IV,  Section IV,  Section H~ in d lscuss ln  9 the envi ronmenta l  
consequences of the No Act ion a l t e rna t i ve ,  in regard to recreat iona l  use, 
states: "Whi le  recreat ion oppo r tun i t i es  would not dec l ine  under t h i s  a l t e rna t i ve ,  
they would not improve .  Recreation use leve ls  would continue to Increase 
regard less of rangeland management due to popula t ion increases in nearby 
c i t i es  and towns. Conclusion; Recreation oppor tun i t i es  would not dec l ine 
under  t h i s  a l te rna t i ve  but they would not improve  e i t he r .  Recreation use 
leve ls  would continue to increase w i t h  popu la t ion  in&teases."  

We are hard pressed to accept the log ic  of t h i s  conclusion. How can 
recreat lonai  oppo r tun i t i es  not dec l ine ,  in the face of increased use, w~hou t  
improvement? In that  the Proposed Act ion w i l l  af fect on ly  seven more a~otments  
than the No Act ion a l ternat lve~ Insofar as improv ing  range cond i t ins ,  (as:J a h2 
set f o r t h  Jn the Proposed Act ion? In ~ts f a i l u r e  to assure cont inuing v iab le  
popu la t ions of a va r ie ty  of w~ td t~e  species, and In cons iderat ion of the 
ever increasing deman~ fo r  both consump~ve and non-consumpt~ve use of 
w i l d l i f e ,  the Proposed Act ion can be expecteQ to have a s ign i f i can t  adverse 
Impact on recreat iona l  oppo r tun i t i es .  

The produc t ion  of forage to feed l i ves tock ,  or the maintenance of w l ] d H f e  
habttat~ are the on ly  uses ~tscussed fo r  the E[S area. Ranching economics 
are e labora te l y  examined ~n the DEIS, and the data ind icates that  fewer 
than 3 ~  of 2?4 operators  are running economical ly  v~eb~e operat ions.  Of 
these, the large opera tors ,  t h i r t y  are only I~  dependant on 6LM acreage. 
The o ther  71 1arge operators  are on ly  10~ dependant on BLM lands.  Th is  
handfu l  of ranchers is hav~ng an i no rd ina te l y  adverse impact on range cond i t ions,  

w h i l e  making an ~ a ~ con t r i bu t i on  to the a rea 's  economy~ despite 
de facto subs id ies  by way of low graz ing  fees and range improvements b u i l t  
at pub l i c  expense. On the o ther  hand, the  economic values of w i l d . r e  are 
not quan t i f i ed  in the DEIS. W~hout quan t i f y i ng  these v~ues ,  we quest ion 
how readers of the DEIS, and i ts  p reparo rs ,  might  be expected to a r r i v e  
at any reasonable conclusions. 

There fore ,  we feel compe ted  to ask that  the agency 's  en t i re  const i tuency 
be given an o p p o ~ u ~ t y  to rev iew an a l t e rna t i ve  that  meets these o ~ e c ~ v e s :  

1. Sets f o r t h  a range management p lan that  wou ld ,  

a. e ~ a ~ h  an "upward  t r e n d "  in range condi t ions fo r  a l l  acreage 
w i th  po ten t ia l  fo r  improvement ,  i f  i t  is p resen t l y  in less than 
"good" condition, 

b. b ~ n g  a l l  acreage w i t h  the po ten t ia l  ~ "good"  cond i t ion  into 
" g ~ d "  cond i t ion  w i t h i n  twenty years. -: 

c. b ~ n g  a l l  acreage w i th  the  po tent ia l  fo r  " exce l l en t "  cond i t ion  
into " e x c e l l e n t "  cond i t ion  w ~ h i n  f i f t y  years. 

d .  es tab~sh  an "upward  t r e n d "  in a l l  aquat ic and r i p a r i a n  hab i ta ts ,  
and mainta in these areas in t h e i r  maximum potent ia l  cond i t ion ,  
once the maximum potent ia l  had been reached. 

~'~ ~ I 2. w i l d i ~ e ~ ~ ! : ~ i ~ 2 u ~ ~...... tlonal activities, and~a~ 

Lacking an alternative that examines the quantifiable values of alternative 
uses of the resources~ the DEIS f~ils to fulfill the conditions of the statement 
of "Purpose and Need", and is questionably responsive to NEPA and PLMPA 
requirements. We hope to see extensive revisions in the final document. 
The cont inuing ~ n ~ e - p u r p o s e  management de l ineated in the DEIS and the  
Proposed Act ion is ne i the r  j u s t i f i e d  nor acceptable to us. 

Greenlee County D i rec tor  
Ar izona W N d l ~ e  Federat ion 

JC:sv 
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November 27 1985 

Mr. Marl~nn Jones 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix District Office 
2015 W. Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

Dear ~. Jones~ 

The Arizona Native Plant Society is committed to the conservation 
of plants indigenous to the state. Arizona is widely reco~ized 
for its tremendous botanical diversity. Unfortunately, many 
plant communities in Arizon~ have suffered from improper range 
management resulting in declines of many plant populations, in 
soil erosion problems and in some areas the complete alteration 
of the original plant community. The Society is interested in 
the range management practices that are proposed for public lands 
in Arizona. We have reviewed the Draft Eastern Arizona Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement and would like further clarification 
of the following points. 

I 
, , - ,  

1~" 1~:2~F~:~i~l~[:::~:~:?~;~;t? ~:~ stzffingm°nit°ring 
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Page 41, Chapter IV, Protected Plantsl To what extent are 
protected plants, particularly federally listed and proposed 

1~5 species, considered when decisions on grazing management systems 
ars made for a particular allotment? What data indicate that 
Alternative A will improve habitat for protected plants? 

Page 42,43, Table 4-I: Without a map it is impossible for 
the reader to determine where the 19 allotments listed are 
located and thus to comment specifically on rare plant concerns. 
Given the fact that some 85 plants are listed in Tables 3-2 and %

IS~ 3-3, it is~likely that one Or more of these species OCCURS in 
each Of the 14 allotments scheduled for either brush management 
or seeding. What level of inventory will be conducted to assure 
that these surface disturbing activities will not impact 
Iprotected plant populations? 

l 
liii ii il; ii ii i iiii:iiiiiiiiin?: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 

Sincerely, 
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November 29, 1985 

O is t r i c t  ~ n a ~ r  
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford D i s t r i c t  
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Sir :  

As you are aware, the Federal lands addressed in your grazing E. I .S.  ~.c co-
mingled with large tracts of State Trust rangeland that are leased for l ive-
stock grazing, therefore, any grazing management ~ s ~ n s  ~ s ~ r e d  by 
BLM would also impact state lands. I t  is for this reason that the staff of 
the Land Department support your preferred alternative to maintain or improve 
raw.and conditions through the ~v~opment of range improvement programs and 
~ e m e n ~ o n  of allotment Management plans. Livestock grazing is a leg i t i -
mate and viable land use that can be derived from both public and state range-
lands i f  managed under proper g~d~ines that wi l l  conserve natural resources 
and consider other resource values or land uses during the planning process. 

After r e v i ~ i ~  both your allotment su~a~ data and your cr i ter ia  for cate-
gorizing allotments into either ~ a i ~ a i ~ ,  " ~ o v ~ ,  or "custodial" manage-
ment designa~on~ on the surface i t  appears as though more a l lo~en~ warrant 
"improve" status than have been reco~en~d under the preferred alternative. 

l ~ l l ~ i ~ ~ # ~ ! i i # ~ ~ ~ ! i i ~ ~ -
acoompiished through coordina~on and c o n s ~ t ~ n  ~ both your grazing and 
mu l t i p l e  use a ~ i s o ~  boards and other resource manag~ent agencies, such as 
the star& Land ~ r ~ e n t ,  Boil Conservation Service and the Arizona Game and 
Fish ~ r ~ e n t .  In ~ o n ,  periodic review of such groupings is ~ r a ~ e  
because circumstances may change as a resu l t  of land tenure ~ u s ~ e n ~  or man-
agement practices. 

The Land Department staff appreciates the ~ u n i ~  to review this document 
and look forward to working with you to ~p l~ent  your grazing management pro-
9ram for eastern Arizona. 

~ e r e ~ ,  

Director 
Division of Natural Resources 

REY:ig 

~tach. 
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December 6, 1985 

Mr. J e r r o l d  C o o l i d g e  
Bureau o f  Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

RE: Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement for Eastern Arizona 
Graz ing  

, Dear Mr. C o o l i d g e :  

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the 
referenced draft environmental impact statement (EIS), and we 
respectfully submit the following comments for your 
consideration. 

A major complaint our Department has with the draft EIS is 
that there is no map or other reference which allows the reader 
to determine the locations of the 336 mentioned allotments. We 
suggest that, at the very least, the appendix contain geographic 
locations for allotments, such as county, township, and range. 

Additionally, the overall presentation of the document 
contents is generalized, often with vague or indecisive 
language. This may partially be due to the large and irregular 
size of the EIS area, and a result of the elassification of the 
overwhelming majority of the allotments (326) as custodial. 
However, the EIS area lands are still multiple-use public lands 
and deserve management attention where their condition is below 
the renewable natural resource potential, even though they may be 
surrounded (or cbeckerboarded) by private land and~or State Trust 

1 s ' l  I :°<::a::::"f:: an 

resou rce  conflicts are identified, or 

the condition trend is downward and ~0-25% of BLM acreage 
is in a poor ecological condition, or 

the allotment is placed under intensive grazing management, 
such as an H~M cell, or rangeland reseeding and/or plant 
eradication program. 

Mr. J e r r o l d  C o o l i u ~  
December 6, 1985 
Page - 2 -

If the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A) is selected, we 
foresee no change in present management for most of the EIS area 
lands, particularly for those public lands in Apache and Navajo 
Counties; therefore, minimal if any benefit to either the range 
or wildlife resource will be realized. 

There are a number of specific questions our Department has 
concerning the draft EIS, and other comments that are presented
by document page number. 

Summary, Alternative A~ Consequences. 

l~4~idli~ habitats on the 326 allotments? 

Summary I A l t e r n a t i v e  C 

Chapter  2~ The A l t e r n a t i v e s  

i ~7 I ~:~i!~il i~i!!~it~ i i ~ ~ i ~ a n l s l i i ~ ! i ~ i ~ t minority draftBLMandAnEIShethalt..........~,~[nv°l~esst~te traeLsa~61and~eti~n~rivaLetenureoft~a~lan6ent't[es ~ r°gr~ms"hasorn°tehee kerb~ard'sbeenLan6av[~ble[neiu6e6excha~gel~nds~iut[~nino..... hipbetweenthet° 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
December 6, 1985 
Page -3-

P a ~ e  7~ Alternative A 

Our agency would appreciate being coordinated with on 
custodial allotments, grszing systems, or season of use 
decisions. 

Pa~e 23, Table 3-5 

For Paige Canyon, we question the "T" code. We are unaware 
of any T&E values for this area. 

For Pieacho Mountains, we question the "A" code. There are 
no antelope in the Ricachos. 

Pa~e 59~ VIII Miti~atin 5 Measures. D.. Wildlife 

As part of the monitoring plan, we support the BLM's efforts 
to study the effects of overg~azing on wildlife food and cover 
around waters and to develop and implement management ~uidelines 
to reduce the size and impact of these arees. 

Regarding the introduction of domestic sheep and steers into 
bighorn Sheep habitat, we recommend the following rewording: 

"The stocking of domestic sheep into occupied or potential 
bighorn sheep habitat will not be permitted~ and the stocking of 
steers will require close scrutiny to ~void the introduction of 
diseases." 

In the majority of other public lands in Arizona, where 
blghorn sheep do occur or are planned for reintroduction, there 
is a 20-mile restriction on the grazing of domestic sheep from 
existing or potential bighorn sheep range. 

Overall, if the Department were to select one alternative as 
our preferred, we would choose Alternative C (Reduced Livestock 
Grazing), as the one more in time with the Department's goals and 
objectives for wildlife management. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and to provide 
comments on this draft grazing EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Bud Bristow, Director 

Robert K. Weaver --
Habitat Evaluation Coordinator 
Planning & Evaluation Branch 

R K W : l e a  

cc: State Clearin~house, AZ 85-80-0041 
__F 

Natural Resources Defense Counci~Inc. 
~ 5  K ~ A R N ~  S T r e E T  

s ~ N  ~ ^ ~ c ~ c o ,  C ~ L ~ O ~ t ~  941o8  
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Wash~ngt~ 0 ~  
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December 6, 198~ 

Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Re: ~astern Arizona Grazing EI~ 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

~ have reviewed the draft Eastern Arizona Grazing EIS and 

submit these mo~/~ents on behslf of the Natural Resources Defense 

Counc~l ~NRDC). We do not support the "Preferred Alte~native" 

because it will allow unnecessary resource deterioration and harm 

to wildlife. Instead, we support haplementation of Alternative C, 

"Reduced Livestock Grazing." Overall, the EIS is flawed by a lack 

of specific proposals and analysis and an unsupported ~ssumption 

that unidentified future actions will result in range 

improvement. 

•he preferred alternative involves maintenance o~ ~ne status 

quo in the vast majority of the area and the development or 

revision of 10 AMPs that will purportedly improve range 

I 
to~% R e ¢ ~ d  ~ r  

New England O0~cc:8 5 0  BOSTOn e o s a  ROAn " ,Um~t  ~ V ,  Xt^. O1776  " 6 I 7 ~ 3 7 - O ~ ?  2 

Public Lands lnstitu re: t 77o  RACE STREET • D ~ N V ~  CO. 80~O6 • 30~  377- -9740  
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that implementation of these AMPS will result in range improvement 

is wholly unfounded. 

We oppose the one aspect of the AMPs that is identified --

construction of water improvements that will extend grazing into 

new areas. DEIS at 44. Under this scheme, any improvements in 

range condition will be offset by the decline in conditions in the 

new areas. We would prefer that resource problems be solved by 

implementing intensive management practices rather than by 

spreading the problems elsewhere. 

The EIS recognizes that certain areas are suffering from 

"accelerated soil erosion which has been caused to some degree by 

livestock grazing." Id. at 15. The Bureau has proposed these 

areas for seeding. Again, the preferable course would be to 

address the cause of the problem -- excessive or improper grazing 

-- rather than to throw money at the problem. 

With regard to seeding, water development, and other planned 

"improvements," we are concerned that the proposed actions will 

benefit only livestock, and at great public expense. The EIS16-31SuchfailSundertaken.ant°analysleanalyzeshouldthe c°st-effectiveneSSbeprepared before°f thetheimprovementspr°p°sed ecti°nS'are 

We are also very concerned about your failure to propose 

actions needed to protect the desert tortoise. The desert 

164 tortoise is a state-listed species and of significant concern 

nationally. Yet the Bureau has failed to identify the important 

tortoise habitats, much less propose any restrictions on livestock 

grazing that would reduce conflicts.wlth tortoises. The 

1 ~ 5  

assertions in the EIS that, "to the extent possible," rangeland 

developments will not result in "heavy livestock concentrations 

within crucial desert tortoise habitat," id. at 59, are so vague 

as to be meaningless. Range developments in crucial tortoise 

habitat should be prohibited. Specific reductions in livestock 

numbers and seasons of use should be implemented as soon as 

possible in order to protect the tortoise. It is unacceptable to 

allow livestock to continue to degrade tortoise habitat. 

Finally, we are not clear on the Bureau's intentions with 

regard to the collection of monitoring data. Given that you have 

decided not to adjust livestock numbers or seasons until 

monitoring data are available, it is particularly important that 

you specify where and what data will be collected. We also urge 

you to consider changes in livestock practices where existing data 

are sufficient to demonstrate the need for such changes. 

In sum, the preferred alternative is unacceptable because it 

is overly vague, will not protect the desert tortoise, and 

involves range improvements of q~estionable cost-effectiveness. 

The entire EIS is marred by reliance on conclusory assertions and 

lack of specific proposals and alternatives. We urge you to 

improve the analysis and implement more envlrcnment~ly sound 

practices as soon as possible. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

sincerely, 

David B. Edelson 
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]A.randCanyonChap erC l.rizon 
Rt. 1 Box 25A, McNeal AZ 8561~ 

ii December 1985 

Lest er Rosenkra~ee 
SaffordDistrict ~n~er 
USDI-BLM 
A2~ E. ~th St. 
Safford, Arizona 8~&6 

De~r Lea, 

The followin~ are a few general comments on the Eastern Arizona 
Gr~n~ Draft EIS. I'm sorry to be getting these to you after 
the 30iday deadline announced in your 20 September notice, bu~ 
m~ybe they w~ll be of use to you anyway in preparing the Final. 

In feneral, my ~reatest concern about the DEIS is the projected 
effect on riparian and aqJ~tic h~bit=ts under the Proposed Action; 

I duedgare°inin~~dvecrOs~. ra~S~q~i o these~habroad le~fLivesteokl°ngaPesstermLpe~WhereLrampli~gh~bitaireg..... tionliVest°ckC°nditi°nanimalandhabitu~llygrazingdensityorW°UldeliminateW°Uldand/ordeelinec°ngre-re-it, 

~i~l~:r~a~v~i~f s~~C~l~hl;ha ~2~tldmenP[sec~eli~l~;n~g~°n 

rectly) totalin~ 126~581 acres would be even partially protected 
a~ainst this devastatSon (out of the million cr so acres affected 
by the proposed action), the so-called "Rangeland Improvement" 
alternative is clearly unacceptable if we are to take seriously 
our comxitment to preserve and protect wetlands in Arizona. 

Since the same devastation or worse would occur under ~itsrnatives 
B and C (Present ~Zmnagement and Reduced Livestock Use, respectively}, 
that leaves only~ltern~tlveD, No Livestock Grazing, as the only 
viable alternative presented in the DEIS. Given no other choice, 
the Sierra Club supports that alternative. 

17 
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In presenting an ~xeessively narrow range of alternatives, the 
DEIS seems arbitrary and biased ~n favor of beef production over 
ranreland productivity. B~ is not In the beef business; the pub-
lie resource the Agency manages is not livestock, but the rangeland 
private l~vestock uses. Livestock are deliberstely released bio-
logical invaders of the public lands, rather l~ke non-motorized 

~.S~o~2~tf~hea~h~e~etare~r~da~l~x~tat~[t~e_ 
stock are permitted only under certain condit~ons~ the most obvi-
ous condition, ~ would think, is that they not abuse their privi-
lege. G~ven the past and present abuse documented in the DEIS, 
~V~'s prime concern should be habitat preservation and protection, 
not beef production, especially ~n riparian, aquatican4 other wet: 
l~nd habitats. 

Otbe- parts of the DEIS also seem arbitrary and similarly biased. 
~-~-..~.instance, the Reduction formula in the Reduced GrazinK ~iterna-

i°o 

end limited. It does not reflect the conplexity of the system it 
pUFDOFtS tO ~nage~ and seems designed to offend the ranching com-
munity, ~nd to elicit that public's traditionalnegative response 
to ~ny form of reduction. The ~hele of &iternative D, as presen-
ted, can elicit only that same negative. 

?as, none of the alternatives presented seems to have the degree

I 
The Fin~l would be rreqtlv 5mp~oved if 5t presented not ~ust the 
fou- extreme ~osJtJons of a~p~rentl~ mutn~lly exclusive alterna 
rives, but a mS× of those alternatives. Somea~lottments miFht 
requ~e no prazJn~, some would benefit from reduced ~razSnF or 
other mStJFatlons: some miFht need no ~razin~ on part, reduced 
on other. 

The DEIS does not 5ndlcate that the BLM will be able to ~pply such 
flexible m~na[ement, except on those allottments which have Allot-
tm~nt Man~Fement Plans or Habitst M~na~ement Plans already in 

,7~4 l~l~e~duleJnOl~Ce.effect,I~man d.....rSSedevenformOrer~pjdth~tsurpJsed~mpl....tatJonthe A~encYthatthehaSofDEISS°l~sfeWd°eSand~NPSn°tHMPsandpr°p°SeonHMPSall 
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The Fin~l EYS, Jn order to ~deouatel~ address NEPA and FLPMA ob-
liF~tJons, and tc h~ve credibility with the public, should in-
clude suc~ a schedule, and should include the r~n~e of conditions 
~ermJssible under sncb sJte-s~ecific ~lans. These could be put 
~nto the Final sort of 15ke the prescriptions in USFS planning 
documents. That w~y both the affected private and public sectors, 
and m~n~ers, could know exactly wh~t to expect from B~4 acthons 
~nd when to expect correction Of the derhorati~Econditions on 
public r~n~e. For the s~me reason, the Finsl should include a 
clear statement of ro~Is, def~nltions of success, ~uidelin~9__fo__~ 
determ~nin~ when preventative orremedial action@ whll b9 taken, 
end s detailed definltJon of the terms r~n~e CaD~C~J%y and taupe 
co~di~don and the ways they are determined by the Agency. 

• 

•~';]divis~onsthetagebeen%ainSbu%~f~;:~dh~::dt~:rFic:~u::~idsi:~::Tablesanofi....t°riedmanYknownPedr°of~'7earlYthe:[~e;c~:u:~:du~:~in studyfOr~tivetbethe~.DE[~area~mericani"d~cate~areS~mi~ar~y'simi~arlvSa"si~esa~di~eu~:l;h:~a~p~:~:~1i~:~n~:5~~ha~ed~hisand~n~y~neunders~udied.g::~D~,h~.p;[~:~ac~esthe B~°fland79'~oSi%eS'haS°n 

The only alternative in the DEIS that does provide for protection 
of these resourcesis Al%erne%ive D~ No Grazing. If %hay alterna-
tive is no% chosen in %he Fi~l EIS~ %hen %he Fi~l should a% leas% 
incorporate the s~ecific goals, monitoring systems and ~/~P 
scheduling suggested above. 

1 7 ~  

G.C.C. Sierra Club - g 

S~ncerely, 

~ ~ 
NJc~el Gregory 
Pest ~n~ement Coordinator 

J 



~|  

18 
Y U M A A U D U B O N  S O I 3 1 E T Y  

,ru ~ , :  X ~ A ~ ]  ~ e,~ 

~ , , ~  m~ ~. J ;E5 

~err=Id :n.~lid~, E[S T~m le~d~r 
E~ord # i ~ r  i ~ t  u f t i ( ~  
H .  ~ .  ~ p ~ ,  ~ f  I ~ n d  M ~ h e u ~ m ~ n t  
~ F~ FcHrFh E~. 
S~r fOrd~ AE ~55~ 

Pear llr. Cu~]idge: 

Th~ fo] IPwin~ a~ ~ ~uma ~ h h ~ o n ' s  rommenF~ o~ th~ Or ~I ~ E IS oM 
th ~ Pr o~ ~ ~ d Gr a z i n ~  M~ i-i~gp Ih.+ n ~ P r o o f  an, ~of t l~d E~ ~ ~ r  H 
Ar i:on~ E [~ Ar~. Th~ cnmm~.F~ pr~nte,l h~],Jm ~re th~ z~cr ~ of 
~hr~ o l  ~h~ mplnh~rs o f  OHr Cousee-~tion O0mmi t t e ~ ,  

T h r o u g h o u t  o u r  ~ n ~ l M s i e  o f  t h i s  E I S  we ~ e r e  h a m p e r e d  b9  t h e .  
absence of m a p ~  showing the loc~eion~ o f  the allotments. The 
document would have been much more useful had such maps been 
provided. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The f i r s t  purpose l i s ted  for fh is  EIS is to ". . ~ RESTORE and 
IMPROVE rangeland condition and product iv i tg"  (empba~i~ ouvs; 
Sommar~, p. v i i i .  Yet th is  is to be an ENVIRONMENTAL impact 
statement. We f e e l  tha~ thi~ EIS is t o ~  short on ho~ the 
environment c~n be protected and improved and too long on ho~ 
some unprofitable cattle operations can be maintained through 
belo~ fair market value grazing fees subsidized b~ the 
American taxpager. 

-

ALTERNATIVES 

We cannot support any o f  the alternatives p~esented, although 
Alternative D comes clo~e~t to ~hat ~e teal is needed to 
restore the integritg of the environment in the area covered 
b~ the EIS. We make s~me suggestions belo~ as to ho~ the 
alternatives ~ould be modified and expanded. 
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There are man9 Problem5 ~ith Alternative A. Development 
PrOposals ('Measures for Resource Protection and Enhancement," 

~in i~ )a,s~l ~ u ~ S ~ r o ~ e p l ~ l  ~ animals.habitat ...... f the 

i ~ i : : i i i ~ ° ! ~ i C  ; i t  f ~ ! : i ~ i  ! ? i ) r  : i ~  i a~2:~o:! f ~~:~ i~ :  11"i!i : : t  i~:  

I f  there are to be land treatments (p, 7), ~eeding should be 
done only ~ieh natives of the area being seeded in order to 
prevent invasive exotics from becoming established. Nor should 
herbicides be used because of the i r  unknown potent ia l  
detrimental e f fects  on the environment. 

I t  is dea r  from the EIS that the nat ive w i l d l i f e ,  especial ly ~ 
Desert Tortoises and Pronghorn, need the ephemeral vegetation. 
Because of this, there s h o u l d  be NO ephereral allotments. BLM 
states that ephemeral 9razing will be permitted when there is 
the "probabilitg of en ephemeral crop (p. 21)." It would'be 
better to make sure there ix abundant vegetation before 
allowing ephemeral grazing, if it is to be allowed at all. BLM 
~hould gO out and f i e l d  check the vegetation in order to 
determine its lushness, rather than re ly ing on some 
error-prone prediction method. 

. liiiiiiii!ili!;iii!ili!!!iii!!iiiiiii ii!i!iiiiiiii 
At first, Alternative C look~ like an improvement over the 
Proposed Action. It does recognize that more allotment~ need 
gui~ action than doe~ Alternative A ~F. 7~. But there ~ 
little difference in the ultimate goals of Alternatives A and 
C. Both ~ould result in an increase in livestock, the same 
classification of allotments (mostl~ custodial ~~ the same 
°improvements," and the same numbe~ of AMPS (Table 2-II. 
Alternative C, like A, ~ould ~esult i~ ~significant negative 
impact ~ to riparian and aquatic vegetation and Bighorn ~heep 
(p. 9, Table 2-2). It ~ould be both better (in the Basin and 
Range zone) and ~orse (on the Colorado Plateau) for protected 
and sensitive specie~ and better for nongame on the Colorado 
Plateau and for cultural resources in both zones. Maybe range 
condition and soils ~ould be a little better under C on the 
Celorado Plateau. But both Alternatives A and C ~ould have 
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l i t t l e  e f f ec t  on ranch budgets or f inance ~pp. 49, 54). Most 
ranch types ~ould experience increases of one percent or less 
as a result of all the "improvements ~ eLM proposes. 

Compounding the p~ny economic increases that ~o~Id result from 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  A and C is the fact  tha t  ELM lands are leased for 
graz ing at less than f a i r  market velue~ making them cheaper 
than running a feed lot. If the BLM-admininstered land ~ere 
leased at the same rate as privatel~ o~ned land, oonsiderabl~ 
fe~er ranchers would be interested in leasing Federal lands. 

?ea l~::a IanSd°~:2~:g c;~ 1:e::m~:~ug ~L~:a~;sUa:n ~n~;~. i~: 

in the ea r l y  sevent ies they ~witched to a feed lo t  operat ion as 
a more economical ~a9 of r a i s i n g  beef. The biggest reason ~as 
tha t  a feed lo t  ~as cheaper than leas ing var ious f i e l d s  from 
loca l  farmers, and there were no nearby eLM or State lands to 
use. 

Thus, both A l t e r n a t i v e s  A and C f a i l  miserable in at tempt ing 
to increaee ranch income and s imul*eneously f a i l  to provide 
s u f f i c i e n t  p ro tec t i on  to prevent f u r t h e r  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  of an 
al ready se r i ous l y  de te r io ra ted  environment ( the l a t t e r  
discussed in more d e t a i l  below). 

Actually° the fencing cost issue is spurious. ~LM coul~ 
implement (if authority doesn't already exist, it would need 
to be acquired) and impose a fine (~c~ng an9 actual costs) 
for ranchers whose cattle trespass on Federal lands. If the 
fine is sufficient, the ranchers ~ill find it more economical 
to fence their land ~here it borders on eLM-administered land. 
They ~ill also be more motivated to maintain the fences. 

Abou+ 15 years ago Leonard's cattle weme grazing a leased area 
near Joe Henry Park in Yuma. The fence broke and some cattle 
entered the park, doing some damage, The cattle compan~ aas 
liable for all damage. That's wh~ they take out insurance. Why 
should it be different for cattle trespassing on Federal 
lands? 

While we are tempted to support A]eernative D, we share eLM's 
concern over the effect of fences on wildlife movements. 
However, Alternative D could result in minimal impacts to 
• ildlife and co~t i~ued cattle production on ~L~ lands if 
modified as suggested below. 

1 8 ~  I ~ n / o L a ~ ! ~ i ~lot~Se,~,n°~i!!~e~~vi~ ~! ! ! ~  e ! ! ! ! o ~ i ~  ! ~ ! i ~  . . . .. . . . .li tiVeali ,  

1~-7~ ALTERNATIVES THAT WEREN'T CONSIDERED BY eLM BUT SHOULD RE 

One a l t e r n a t i v e  should be l e t t i n g  c a t t l e  growers lease small  
areas of Federal lands and set up feed l o t s .  The impact to the 
small  area would be devastat ing but i t  would be small  in 
comparison to the one m i l l i o n  acres o~ so no~ sub jec t  to 
l i ves tock  impacts. The feed lo ts  could be located away from 
s e n s i t i v e  c u l t u r a l  and na tu ra l  resources, and would be b u i l t ,  
maintained, and fenced at the c a t t l e  grower 's expense. Since 
the Federal Government seems wedded to a po l i cy  of s~bsid i~ ing 
the l i ves tock  i ndus t r y  ( recent  Congressional ac t ion  and 
i nac t i on  on the gra=ing fee formula confirms t h i s ) ,  the leases 
could be of fered at bargain ra tes .  

Another a l t e r n a t i v e  would e l im ina te  grazing in som~ (but not 
a l l )  areas, p r i m a r i l y  areas of h igh w i l d l i f e ,  vegeta t ive ,  
scenic ,  and c u l t u r a l  value.  Si tes l i s t e d  or impl ied in Tables 
3-2, 3-3, and 3-5 are areas where grazing should be excluded 
to Protect n a t u r a l  values. There is l i t t l e  i f  an~ evidence 
tha t  eLM can provide p~otect ion to these areas w i th  Crazing. 
We e s p e c i a l l y  emphasize tha t  gra~ine should not be al lowed in 
r i p a r i a n  ~reas, areas necessary for s u r v i v a l  of a species 
(such as Redf ie ld Canyon's Bighorn Sheep), areas capable of 
producing e high populat ion of ~ i l d l i f e ,  where loss of the 
area ~ould Jeopardize ~he populat ion (and probably t~e 
eco log ica l  community; for example, mountain ranges such as the 
Picachos and T o r t i l l a s ) ,  prime examples of b i o t i c  communities 
(they d i d n ' t  get tha t  ~ay because c a t t l e  are there ;  the Tobosa 
Grassland is an e~ample), areas support in9 Threatened and 
Endangered species (Federal or State and i nc l ud ing  candidate 
species u n t i l  t h e i r  s ta tus  is  determined), a~eas ~ i t h  na t i ve  
f i s h  tha t  have g r e a t l y  su f fe red  as a r e s u l t  of Euro-American 
a c t i v i t e s  (such as Buehman Canyon, Cocio Wash, the Gi la  River,  
Redf ie ld  C~nyon, among o the rs ) ,  areas w i th  Bighorn Sheep 
(because they are repelled by cattle and because of the 
potential for transmission of deadly diseases to them by 
cattle~ see also ~our oun EIS at p. 25 in the section on 
Bighorn Sheep and p, 59), and areas necessary for forage by a 
species ~such as Redfield Canyon and uherever there are Desert 
Tortoises). 

Certain allotments are in ~uch poor condition that grazing 
should be suspended immediately until the environment can 
recover to a more healthy level. BLM~s A~ternativ~ C ~ould 
take action on allotments ~it~ 10% or more of the BLM acreage 
in poor condition, with reductions of 25% or 50% (the latter 
~here more than 25% of the BLM acreage is in poor condition). 
We feel that onlg complete removal of the cattle ~ill permit 
the land to recover, and this may take some time. eLM's goal 
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should be to have the vast majoritg of the land in excellent 
c o n d i t i o n ,  ~ i t h  some in good c o n d i t i o n .  Fa i r  is  j u s t  not 
acceptable--and BLM doesn't even have that goal for man~ of 
the allotments in this EIS. Our understanding is that fair 
c°nditpresent.i°nFairmeansthus°nI~me~ns26%-50%that°fanthearpaP°tentialis setiousi~veget~ti°ndenude~ 
~nd poor is a disaster area. Yet about 61% of the EIS area 
(and 73% ot the Basin and Range area) is in fair or ~orse 
condition, and nearl~ 90% of the EIS area has either a static 
or even downward trend (Table 3-I, p. 15). We suggest that 
this large ~rea needs immediate action ~o restore the 
environment to a reasonable level of quality. 

It becomes obvious that neither Alternative A nor C ~ill 
adequatel~ improve the deteriorated environment of this area 
~hen the amount of land outside ot intensive allotments that 
is poor or downward in trend is examined. Of land in poor
condition ~95,475 acres), 64% (61,5~5 acres> is OUTSIDE the 
allotments proposed for intensive management. And of land in 
do~nward condition (68,760 acres), 72% (49,348 acres) is 
OUTSIDE ehe allotments proposed for intensive management. This 
doesn ' t  even consider land in oniw f a i r  c o n d i t i o n .  (Figure~ 
are in  or c a l c u l a t e d  from Tables 3- I  and Appendices I and 2).  
Thus BLM has in effect ~ritten off 61,505 acres (96.1 square 
ml les )  of poor = o n d i t i o n  land and 49,348 acre~ ~77. I square 
miles) of downward trend land bg putting it in custodial and 
maintenance cla~ses even though the land is crying out for 
restoration ot better condition and ~rend. 

One of BLM's arguments for not doing angthin8 about allotments 
classified as custodial is that theg are too small to be worth 
the expense of management. Again, this is e ~purious argument.
First, BLM never consider~ exchange of small allotments with 
ranchers whose land surrounds them or others. This should be 
included in all the alternatives. Second, ~hile man9 of these 
individual parcels may be "small~ to BLM, collectivel~ the 
comprise a large area (96 s~uare miles of poor condition land; 
this is larger than at least two counties in West Virginia). 

THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

(We note in passing that some citations in this and other 
chapters ~e~e not in the Bibliograph9, e.g., AG&FD I~84 on p.
2~. Ta~Ior and Wal~huck 198~ on p. 25, Moore et aI. 1979 on p. 
57.)  

l !ii ii ! !ii:i!!!!iiii, ili!ilil;!ii ?i!!i!i !i i ili i!! 

1 
8m8 Ip1ace)hiqherSpecies.incheeriwhetherSot°h°°ves'W°UndparianthatPr°videUPforlagers highitThiS(p.BLMinhebitat.atborealCanViable25)hasC°ntinuestheissuPportotaCOnsideredSt°machSdOeSvegetationhabitatTheripar Ianspecies.nOtt°statementWidem°nst rate°fldlite.seemrequirementthehabitatcattlelandtoneedSrecogn.SufficientAtandhavingtheh°W°rofforVeget~ti°nizeSameSm~shedarborealmUChtreesthathatime,coverBLM~rea'SinimportanceUnderneedSspeciesWeinunderthenOngamegeneralwonderfirsft°theirollsind° 

CULTURAL AND PALEeNTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. I t  is  nor c lear  how 
much of the EIS area has been co~ered bg Cla~s I I  and Class 
I I I  s t ud ies .  This i s  a verN r i c h  area for  c u l t u r a l  si tes~ w i t h  
most of the major p r e h i s t o r i c  c u l ~ u r e l  t r a d i t i o n s  of the 
Southwest c u l t u r e  area represented ( e . g . ,  Anasazi,  H o h ~  

1 8 - - ~  M°gol io n , b e e nespeci ~il~COchi sO,ori t i cai F a1eo- Indiantounderstanding). Sour heastern the Aripaieo_ indianZOnah0s 

sites bg cattle thus seems to us to be a serious problem that 
BLM has not adequetelg addressed. Ho~ mang National Register
listed ~r eligible sites ere there in the EIS area? This 
should be included in the EIS. 

lliiii, ii !i;ii;ili ii! iii!!iiiii;iiiii !!ili,! iii 
RECPEATION. We feel thee this EIS does not adequ~telg assess 
the negative impacts of raffle on recreational experiences. We 
contend (from our own experience) that the presence of cattle 
: : g n i ~ : : i a : t 1 : e ~ , : : ~ : a c ~ : O W f r : : : ~ e  ~O~m. . . . .  tioneChiPS,l me~do~e. . . .  ien~e.mUffins)The 

h e b i t ~ t s  and p l a n t s  b~ c ~ t t l e  a l s ~  d e t r a c t s  f r o ~  t h e  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e .  F o u l e d  s t r e a m s  and  ~ a t e r h o l e s  d e t r e c t  
from the retreattonal experience. Perhaps fhe absence of 
cattle ~ould increase the number of recreational users, thus 
offsetting the economic impact of removing the cattle, at 
least in high qualit~ areas with popular resources. 

i i0 
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1.. 11I iiii!iiiiiii~iii!!!!ii!iiiii!ii!!ii!i!i!iiiiii!ii!!!i!ii!ii i i c riticaI s uch°Pe~at~s i.... tl°~onareasd. . . .. . . .denc~thed doperatorse. . . . . .ted°nrates'BL~andf°rabove,c. . . . .l v i rtua110%would°roflglasS'cattle,nohaveimpactWe1i t tlesuggestatonleaStsignif i cantproducti o n thatingiventhe 

-l!ili!i!iiiiiiili!iiiiiii i!i!!:! iiiiiiii?ii!iiiiiiii!iiiii'.i 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE@UENCES 

BASIC ABSUMPTIONS(p. 41). Severalof BLM'~ assumptions appear 
unwarranted, specificallg, #I, that there ~il l be adequate 
funds and humanpo~er to implement ang alternative, #2, that 
stocking rate~ are valid, and #7, that ~eather ~ill be normal. 
We can onlg hope that #3 will Prove to be ~o. Since some of 
the ~ssdmptions are unwarranted, BLM should have contingencie~ 
built into the grazing plan in case the situation is 
different. 

I ~ I ~  I . . . . . . . . . .and. . . . .  ti v e u ~ e dt cate s lMPACTS~°u idre~soningOFst i11ALTERMATIV E b ~ttou.. . .~l l°~s~pport m e rel~we~f f i ci ent~s~ert~ this~'~ou1d~e~et~ti ° n s tat eme~,. Iik~thatv~getati ° n to"TheB~IP's~ei. . . . . . .d fo ra1sothe41)"~i i dl if e c a lc~1ation~LMli ve~to~n~verthatand 

"No increases in vegetation production have beenprojected for 
the Mend C categor~allotments.~ Of course not! In fact~ if 
nothing is done to protect the environment on these allotments 
(and BLM has nothing planned), there ~i l l  be a decrease,not 

~ ~ 1 4  ~~l~ !~ : ,~ i~ i i  ~ ! ~ ! ! ! ~  ~ r ! ! ~ g ! i i ~  d~i~i~.~ : ~ i ! ~ in ~ i ! i ~ ! i a ni . . . . . . . .  BLM states rightl . . . . .  44 that ". 

i ~,~:~t~ ~o'~ 

outcompeting natlve species. Species native to the area should 
be used for seeding. 

Livestock Grazing (pp. 42-44). The AUM increases shown in 
T~ble 4-i demonstrate that what BLM plans to deliver ~ill be 
Peanut~ in terms ot overall cattle production in Arizona and 
even within the EIS area (about 3771 AUMs, or a 3.3% increase 
over ~hat is authorized no~). Thus we question the value of 
the intensivemanagementprogramwhich hardlg increases the 
AUMlevel in a few allotment~ ~hile ignoring the vast majorime 
of allotments, man~ of ~hich are in serious need of 
improvement. Not onl~ ~ould allotments ~ith downward trends 
continue to decline, but allotments with static trend ~ould 
stag in their largele fair to poor condition. 

Wildlife (pp. 44-47). There are t~o adverse i~pacts on 
~ildlife that BLM apparentl~ plan~ neither to mitigate nor 
list as unavoidable adverse impacts. The first is decline in 
~ildlife habitat or static trend of ~ildlife habitat in poor 
9ondition in custodial allotments (p. 44). The second is the 
adverse impact to ~ildlite from competition ~ith cattle for 
annuals ~here ephemeral grazing is allo~ed ~p. 44 again), BLM 
should ~itig~te both these significant adverse impacts or el~e 

I ~ ' 1 7  shouldn°t impl. . . . .. . . .  tb ise,th. . . . . . . .  dunlikeaction,the wishg_washg,andthe mitigatiOnslither~,langu~geweak' 
highl~ qualified statements in D. on p. 59. 

While BLM predicts improvement in mule deer habitat in the ten 
intensive allotments, i t  appears the improvement~il l  be e 
:~',=t3:e~Ss ~ :o t~ :~o t~==~ '~= ;  Th°hoo~:st,a:~ theth° ,o;;:t~o~:t~ 
be able to use the increased vegetation because theg don't 
like to move into ne~ areas and will face more competltion 

1 8 - 1 S  b e ~ nf . . . . .  t t lebet ......b......wateringthe cattleholes ~illare ~ : v ~ o : ; ~ s  Ho~the~doe~h.....t~L~ 

; ~ : ;  ~ :  ~ i n ~ : ~ ; ~ : n ~ h i ~ o : d ; : ; S ~ a ~ : ~ : ~ s ° : l = ; : I t :  ~ : e = i ~ a i : l : c °  
c u s t o d i a l  ~hen i t  i s  admi t t ed  t ha t  ~ L i v e s t o c k - d e e r  compe t i t i on  
on ma in ta in  and c u s t o d i a l  ca tegocg  a l l o t m e n t s  would con t inue"  
(P. 44) .  Onl~ l i m i t e d  or  no s e r i o u s  r e s o u r c e  use c o n f l i c t s  or  
c ~ n t r o v e r s 9  a re  a11o~ed to e × i s t  on such a l l o t m e n t  c l a s s e s .  

We a l s o  f i nd  i t  i r o n i c  t ha t  BL~ p r e d i c t s  n e g a t i v e  impacts  on 
Pronghorn Antelope(p. 45) at the sametime that the Game& 
Fish Departmentis gunning down co~otes from airplanes in 
order to reduce co~ote predation on Pronghorn. 
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BLM also needs to make a firm commitment to protecting Black 
Ha~ habitat. We guestion ~hether leering cattle into an area 
of 2-3 year old trees is a good idea. We suspect the cattle 
~ould des*ro~ the young trees. ~t ~ould be better to ~eep the 
cattle o~t until the trees are better ~ i ~ e ~  Best of all 
w~Id be to keep the ~attle completel~ out of riparian areas. 

While BLM predicts that Gila Monster habitat ~ould improve in 
improve category allotments, nothing is said of Gila Men,tar 
habitat in maintain and custodial allotments. We suspect it 
would decline in some areas, remain stable in others (at a 
largely fair to poor condition~. 

The ~hole Conclusion section on pp. 46-47 is a ~hiteeash. The 
purported benefits of the improve allotments are touted, ~hile 
the adverse impacts ere played do~n. The • last sentence (~The 
remaining habitats not included in the management areas ~ould 
remain static or ~ont in~e along Present trends.") is a 
eu~emism that conceals the fact t h a t  a considerable area 
~ould dec l i ne  in  h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y ,  and apparen t l y  BLM p lans no 
at tempt at m i t i g a t i o n  and not even l i s t  i t  as an unavoidable 
adverse impact.  As Nou s ta te  on p. 56~ ~No Grazing is  the on ly  
a l t e r n a t i v e  t ha t  ~ould measurably improve h a b i t a t  on p u b l i c  
lands in the c u s t o d i a l  a l l o t m e n t s  now having a ~ t a t i c  or 
down.at d apparent t r e n d . "  The s o l u t i o n  fo r  such cus tod i a l  
a l l o t m e n t ~  ~o l lo~s  l o g i c a l l y  from your above premise. 

' '11!iiiii!;!iiiiiiiiii!iiii!iiiii i'!!i?ii iii!!iiiiii!!ii!!io. . . . . .  

Recreation. On p. 47 the EIS suddenl~ refers to "management of 
the rangeland for ~ildlife and ~atershed ~ for the first time 
in the document. We ~ould like more information on hoe this 

i;!!iiii:i?i ii ii ;iiiiiiiiiii !;iiiii!ii!::i!!iiiiii )i18-221 
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camping, hunting, fishing, bird~atching). 

Visual Resources. We object strongly to the highly subjective 
use of the term "monotonous desert shrub" on p. 48. Perhaps 
the desert is "monotonous" to someone used to the more highlw 
vegetated Eastern, Middle Western, Southern, or Pacific 
Northwestern environment. But an environment consists not only 
of vegetetion but also of animals and rocks. There is a 
~urprisin91~ high species diversity (even of plants) in the 
desert in spite of harsh climatic conditions. And many ot us 
love to see the earth bare its soul without the cover Of 
vegetation that so heavily obscures the land in other, mo~e 
humid areas. Bird~atching is easier, too, ~ithout all those 
trees getting in the ~ey and hiding the birds. 

Wilderness Values. We only ~ish that ~ilderness values ~ere as 
~ell protected as BLM claims (p. 48--"The Proposed Action 
would nee cause adverse impacts to ~ilderness values because. 
public law and BLM policg do not allo~ ~ilderness value~ to be 
impaired. " ). The imp! ies that al I Congress ha~ to do is Pa~ 
the Wilderness Act and FLPMA and BLM publishes some 
regulations implementing them and over,bed9 tollo~s the la~ 
and regulations. Unfortunately, it hasn't ~uite seemed to ~ork 
that ~ay. There are al~ays violations of ~ilderness la~ and 
regulations. We think the EIS should be more realistic and 
consider the probabilitg that someone is going to violate 
~ilderness la~ or regulations. 

Ranch Economics. On p. 49 ~e discover that the large Basin and 
Range ranch ~ould increase its revenue b~ the ~hopping sum of' 
$250 after 20 years as a result of all the improvements BLM 
proposes in Alternative A. And this princely sum of $250 ~ould 
be the result of increased operator ~orkloads and expenses. 
The medium and small Basin and Range rancher~ and all of the 
Colorado Plateau ranchers ~ouldn' t be any better off 
e~onomical ly after 20 ~ears, at least from the Proposed 
Action. Thus BLM plans to increase AUMs bg 3.3% to prodoce a 
I% increase in revenue ~hich ~ould benefit only large Basin 
and Range ranchers. Thi~ is clearly counterproductive. Need ~e 
say more? 

Mitigating Measures (pp. 58-59). As ~e have stated above, the 
language in this section is too weak and too qualified. BLM 
needs to make a firm, strong commitment to mitigation if the 
Proposed Action is adopted. 

Relationship between Local Short-term Use~ of Man's 
EnvJ renment and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term 
Productivity (P. 60). We disagree ~ith the last sentence of 
this section and think it should be changed. The present 
~ording claims that under the Proposed Plan a) "Conflicts in 
important wildlife habitats would b~ reduced ~ and b) 
~deteriorated riparian habitats restored. ~ But a) could only 

Page  10 
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take place in improve allotments, since BLM predicts stabilitg 
or decline in meint~zn ~nd custodia] allotments. We also fail 
to find an~thin~ in the EIS to assure us that deteriorated 

We hope that ~LM ~ill use the Public comment period to make 
some con~idecable changee in this EIS and proposed plan, and 
~e thank ~ou tar the opportunitg to comment. 

Sincerelg, 

<,"5..., • > ~ 2 ~ >  
Car~ W. Meister 
President 

Page i I 

UNQED STATES EN~RONMENTAL PROTEC~ON AGENCY 
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D'stateDeanDirectorBibles ,}[~ ' ~ 

Bureau of Land Management 
Arizona State Office 
3707 North Seventh Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85014 

D~ar Mr. Bibles: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (ERA) has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled EASTERN 
ARIZONA GRAZING; APACHE, NAVAJO, YAVAPAI, MARICORA, PIMA, PINAL 
AND COCHISE COUNTIES, ARIZONA. We have the enclosed comments 
regarding this DEIS. 

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental 
Concerns - Insufficient Information (see attached "Summary of 
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). This DEIS is rated 
EC-2 because it is deficient in its discussion Of water quality 
impacts from grazing. The section on mitigation measures, 
especially for riparian areas, should also be expanded in the 
FEIS. The classification and date of EPA's comments will be 
published in the Pederal Reqister in accordance with our 
public disclosure responsibilities under Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send two copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed 
with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any guestions, 
please contact Juli Jessen, Federal Activities Branch, at 
(415) 974-8193 Or FTS 454-8193. 

Enclosure (4 pages) 

Sincerely you s,. 

. 

Charles W. Murray, Jr./~ ~ - - - ~ , ~  
Assistant Regional Admi#~strat~.~_-~ 

for Policy and Manaqe~nt I~?-'--'.~."~--_-li~ 
£~,,,~ ~ !~- " -~ i~ - -~  

~,~o~~ ~ , ~  ' ~ . ,  , -~" , i ,~ l6U.~ [. ~ ~ 

~ ,.~ ~ ~ , , ~  : : : - : : . : Z ~ - ~  
J~NO" , ~  / ~ - : ~  ~ 1  

~A~,ORD ARIZONA L_  _ _ _ ~E C ~ 
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Water Quality Comments 

i. The Affected Environment chapter should discuss existing 
water quality more completely. Specifically, the "Surface 
Water" section (p. 15) should be expanded to explain 
whether grazing and overgrazing contribute to erosion 
and subsequently to suspended sediment in runoff during 
thunderstorms. This section also should discuss compliance 
with state water quality standards. If violations are 
reported, the FEIS should discuss whether land management 
practices are contributing to the problem. This water 
quality discussion should identify affected stream segments, 
at least for the worst cases. 

2. The DEIS does not adequately address the affected riparian 
habitats, consequences of grazing in these areas or 
management practices to avoid impacts from cattle. The 
"Riparian and Aquatic Habitats" section of the Affected 
Environment chapter concludes that "Some springs may need 
protective development to ensure year round water and 
suitable surrounding-habitat." (p. 28) The FEIS should 
identify these springs and describe the measures that will 
be taken to protect them. The riparian habitat discussion 
should analyze conditions of these areas with the Phoenix 
and Safford Districts. Riparian areas in poor condition 
and those likely to be impacted by cattle should be 
delineated. Fencing and other plans to improve Or protect 
these valuable and sensitive habitats should be described in 
the FEIS. 

The FEIS should address environmental consequences of 
grazing more thoroughly. The preferred alternative, for 
example, projects "negligible overall" water quality impacts 
(p. 41). This proposal would increase the stocking level 
in the planning area and therefore threatens a corresponding 
increase in erosion, coliform bacteria contamination and 
other nonpoint source pollution. The FEIS should discuss 
these possible water quality problems and indicate how 
they may be controlled by mitigation. 

Water quality also may be impacted by the proposed land 
imprinting, chaining and prescribed burning which will 
affect 75,000 acres. Possible water quality impacts from 
these practices should be discussed. 

The DEIS does not discuss the use of herbicides. If chemicals 
will be used, the FEIS should discuss practices which will 
be employed and present plans to prevent ground or surface 
water contamination. 

General ~ e n ~i~Il" 

2 .  
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The DEIS assumes that "Funding and manpower will be available 
to fully implement any alternative." (p. 41) ~he document 
should also explain how the plans will be implemented if 
funding is insufficient. In particular, the FE[S should 
suggest stocking rates for the preferred alternative which 
will protect resources if range improvement plans are not 
funded. 

The land treatments Of the preferred alternative, which will 
both improve rangeland conditions and support higher stocking 
levels, should be explained in greater detail. Land 
improvement programs under the current management (referenced 
On p. 50) should be described to provide a baseline for 
comparison. The history of grazing patterns in the EIS 
study area also should be included (in Appendix 6) if it will 
help understand how the range acquired its current condition 
and how management practices have succeeded in the past. 
Discussion of range improvement proposals should show bow 
improvements are coordinated with the systematic monitoring 
system. For example, the FEIS should explain what indicates 
that an allotment needs improvement and how much improvement 
will he required before stocking is allowed Or increased. 

The "Mitigating Measures" section (p. 50) is not adequate. 
We recor~mend that it be more explicit by discussing specific 
management practices and mitigation measures which would 
be implemented. Currently it is quite indefinite. For 
example, to mitigate for vegetation impacts, the DEIS suggests 
only "Developing the HMPs for protected plants adversely 
affected by grazing." These Habitat Management Plans 
(HMPs) ,should be described in the FEIS. It is important 
that means to mitigate and avoid impacts are considered at 
this general planning stage so that the public can assess 
the level of mitigation and resource protection intended for 
the Phoenix and Safford Districts. Deferring such planning 
to individual Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) and HMPS may 
forego significant opportunities for mitigation, such as 
setting lower stocking levels and implementing district wide 
protection plans. 

The soils and watershed mitigation section also should recommend 
specific practices. These should respond to problems identified 
in the expanded Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
chapters. We encourage HLM to include definite protective 
measures in the wildlife mitigation section. These should 
include guidelines describing when grazing will be modified 
in the interest of tortoises and how HLM will respond if its 
"close scrutiny" indicates wildlife disease problems from 
domestic sheep and steers. A riparian protection plan should 
be. included or referenced. 
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For each alternative, the DEIS reports that grazing will 
have no adverse impacts on wilderness values. Where grazing 
is allowed in wilderness areas, the FEIS should describe 
management practices which will prevent impacts, especially 
with respect to water ouallty and riparian areas. 

The "Purpose and Need" section (p. i) should explain how 
this document fits into the planning process which includes 
Resource Management Plans (RMPS), AMPS, and HMPS. The 
discussion should state whether grazing levels set by 
this plan will be included in the RMP. If this is the 
case, BLM should discuss whether flexibilit? will be impaired 
in the multiple use planning decisions required by the RMP. 

~ I ~  ~E ~A~I~ ~EFINITI(~NSAND fDLLO~-uP ~eTI~* 

Envirorm~ental ~ct of ~ ~ti~ 

~ c k  of ~ t i ~  
~e ~A revi~ h~ ~t i~nti~i~ any ~tential envi~ntal ~cts ~iri~ 
s~t~ti~ ~ s  to ~e prof. ~ ~vi~ ~y ~ di~l~ ~rt~ities 
for appli~ti~ o~ mitigati~ ~asu~s ~t ~id ~ ac~lis~ wi~ ~ ~re ~ 
mi~r ~ s  to ~e prof. 

~ v i ~ n ~ l  ~ s 
~e ~A r~i~ h~ i~nti~i~ envi~n~l ~cts that s~Id ~ avoi~ in o~r 
to fully p~t~t ~e enviro~nt. Cor~ctive ~asures ~y r~ire c~es to ~ 
prefe~ alte~tive or applicati~ of mitlgati~ ~as~s ~t ~n r~u~ t~ 
enviro~nt~ ~ct. ~A ~Id like to ~rk wi~ the lead ~n~ to ~u~ ~ 
~cts. 

_~vi~nta~ ~ t i ~  
~e ~A revi~ h~ i~ntifi~ signifi~nt e~vi~nt~ ~cts that must ~ avoi~ 
in or~r to p~i~ aO~ate protecti~ for ~e envir~nt. Corcective ~as~s ~y 
r~ire s~tantial cha~s to the prete~ alte~tiue or c~si~rati~ ot ~ 
ot~r pro3ect alte~tive (incl~i~ ~ ~ acti~ alte~tive or a ~w alte~tive). 
~ inte~ to ~rk wi~ t~ lead ~ency to ~ t ~  ~cts. 

~ v i ~ n ~ l  ly U~tisfacto~ 
~e ~A ~i~ h~ i~n~iti~ aover~ envi~ntal ~cts t~t are of sufficient 
->~ni~u~ ~t ~ey are ~tistacto~ ~r~ ~e sta~int o~ ~lic heal~ or 
~Ifa~ or envi~ntal ~lity. ~A inte~ to ~rk wi~ ~ lead ~ency to r~u~ 
the~ ~cts. If ~e ~tential ~tisfacto~ ~cts a~ ~t ~r~t~ at ~ ti~l 
EIS s~, this pr~al will ~ ~ for referral to ~ C~. 

~ a ~  of t~ ~ct Stat~nt 

~t~o~ l--~ate 
~A ~li~es ~e Oraft EIS ~tely ~ts forth ~ envi~ntal ~ct(s) of 
the prefer~ alter~ti~ a~ t~e of ~e alte~atives really avail~le to ~ 
project or acti~. ~ further a~lysis or ~ta ~llecti~ is ~ s ~ ,  ~t ~e 
revi~r ~y s~st ~ ~diti~ of clarifyi~ la~u~ or info~ti~. 

~t~o~ 2~Insufficient In~o~ti~ 
~e ~raft EI5 ~s ~t ~taln sufficient in~o~tion for ~A to fully as~ss 
enviro~ntal ~cts t~t s~id ~ avoi~ in or~r to fully p~tect t~ envir~nt, 
or the ~A revi~r ~s i~mtifi~ ~ really available alte~tives t~t are 
within the s~ct~ of alte~ati~s a~lyz~ in ~ ~raft EIS, ~ich ~Id ~ e  
t~ envi~ntal ~cts of t~ acrid. ~ i~ntifi~ ad~iti~l info~ti~, ~ta, 
a~lyses, or ~is~ssi~ s~id ~ i~l~ in ~e fi~l EI5, 

~t~o~ ~I~ate 
~A G~s ~t ~lieve ~t t~ ~raft EI5 ~q~te~ asses~s ~tentially significant 
enviro~ntal ~cts of t~ acrid, or ~ ~A revie~r ~s i~ntifi~ ~w, 
readily available alte~tives ~t a~ ~tsi~ o~ t~ s~ct~ of alt~tives 
a~lyz~ in ~ draft EI5, ~ich s~id ~ a~lyz~ in o~r to ~ ~ 
~tentially slgnifl~nt envi~ntal ~cts. ~A ~lieves ~t ~ i~ntifi~ 
~diti~l i~to~ti~, ~ta, a~l~s, or Oi~ssi~ a~ of such a ~nit~ ~t 
t~ s~Id ~ full p~lic ~vi~ at a draft s~. ~A ~s ~t ~lie~ t~t ~ 
draft EIS is ~ate for ~ pu~s of t~ N~A ~/or ~ti~ 309 revi~, ~ 
thus s~Id ~ fo~lly ~vi~ a~ ~ available for ~lic ~ n t  in a su~l~ntal 
or ~vi~ draft EIS. ~ ~ ~is of ~ ~tential signifi~t ~c~ i~l~, 
this p ~  ~Id ~ a ~ i ~  ~or ~fe~al to ~ ~. 

*F~ ~A ~ I  1640 ~li~ ~ ~ s for ~ ~vi~ of 
~ral ~ti~ ~cti~ ~ ~vi~nt 



GENERAL RESPONSES 

. The DEIS presents c e ~ n  i n ~ r m a ~ o n  to 
the BLM decision m a k e s .  It desd~bes the 
e~s t ing  environment to the extent known 
at the time and relative to the degree of 
a n ~ p a ~ d  impa~s.  ~ identifies and ana-
lyzes the degree and nature of expected 
impa~s  to the environmentM componen~ 
through the implementat ion of the various 
aRernatives. ~ sugge~s and ~commends  
va~ous measures which could be unde~ 
taken ~ eliminate or reduce the magnitude 
of those impa~s  and identifies those 
impa~s  r e m ~ n i n g  after im~ementa t ion  
of the action and mitigations. The DEIS ~ 
not a d e d ~ o n  about actions to be taken nor 
mitigations to be s~ec~d.  For this reason 
the terms "may, could, mighff', etc., de-
scribe recommended mitigating measures. 
More decisive language is used in the 

. 

Record of De4~on  document wher4n  
m a n a g e m e n t  iden t i f i es  the  decis ions  
reached. D e a c o n s  made will be for indi-
vidual a l lo tmen t ;  therefore, the Record of 
D e ~ o n  m a y  incorpora~ any or ~ l  M ~  
natives found in the DEIS. 

A number of comments were received on 
BLM's " f a tu re  to propose actions needed 
to protect the desert tortoise' .  We have 
stated we will not construct developments 
that  will concentrate Hvestock in areas 
with tortoise populations. We do not have 
quanti tat ive data on the tortoise popula-
tions, but only see  records (Insert Map 2 
--Errata).  For this reason we fe~ sRe-
specific environmental  assessments for 
individual pr~ects  is a reasonable way to 
resolve the issue. 
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Our current practice of allowing 40% ufilg 
zation of vegetation by all herbivores 
ensures tortoise will have food and cover. 
W~h a perennial vegetation component 
established, more annuals  would be avail-
ab le  for  t o r t o i s e s  a n d  o t h e r  s m a l l  
herbivores. 

Several concerns were expressed about the 
effects of inc rea~ng  Hvestock numbers. 
Any increase in numbers  would be directly 
related to the success of the AMPs and land 
~ea tmen~ .  Increases would be d~ermined 
through mon~ofing studies and would be 
in appropria~ i n c r e m e n t .  We do not 
an t idpa te  tha t  impac~  would be ~gnifi-
cant as the increased a m o u n ~  for Hvestock 
would st~l be only 40% of the total forage 
product ion .  A n y  inc r ea se  in Hvestock 
numbers must  be preceded by fu~her  
environmental  documentation. See also 
Page 5 DEIS, Imp~ment ing  Changes on 
Allotment Management.  

Some concern was expressed regarding the 
impact of Hvestock grazing on wilderness 
values. 

Section 4(d)(4)(2) of the Wilderness Act 
provides for continued fivestock grazing 
w h ~ e  g ra~ng  was e s t a ~ h e d  before the 
areas' de~gnat ion  as wilderness. The 
Bureau's o~ect ive for ~vestock m a n a g ~  
ment in wilderness areas is to utilize the 
~ r a g e  in conformity with establ~hed wiL 
derness management  o~ectives for each 
area and the g r a~ng  regulations. 

. 

prevent degradation of the wilderness 
values and bring the g ra~ng  program 
back into line w~h our d e , r e d  wilderness 
and Hve~ock management  o~ectives. 

We acknowledge the need for more discus-
sion of the monitoring plan which is cu~ 
rently in effect. A Hst of the allotments 
having monRoring plans, the kind of mon-
Roring taking place and the number of 
points have been added to the EIS (Errata 
page 21) for illustrative purposes. 

Presently 42 allotments in the Basin and 
Range Province are monitored. Five of 
these have photopoints established to pr~  
vide data on trend. In addition, 37 allob 
ments have photopoints and 200-pace ~ 
quency transects to determine speoes 
compo~tion and trend. These studies are 
establ~hed in key areas that  have repr~ 
sentative g ra~ng  use and are located on~ 
half  to one mile from wateL The studies 
conform with approved monitoring practi-
ces. 

There are seven allotments being moni-
tored in the Colorado Plateau, each of 
which has photopoints and 200-pace tran-
sects. 

All allotments in the Phoenix Resource 
Area are visually checked annually. If 
these checks show deteriorating condh 
tions and ffresource potential exists, moni-
toring plots will be establ~hed. 

Through the dev~opment  of M~tment  
m a n a g e m e n t  p l ans  a n d / o r  w ~ d e r n e s s  
m a n a g e m e n t  p lans ,  Hvestock m a n a g e -
m e n t  p rac t i ces  will be d e v ~ o p e d  to 
accomplish our objectives. These practices 
will include a determination of the appr~  
pr ia te  level of fo rage  use Oivestock 
number~,  the implementation of g r a~ng  
sy~ems,  the m a i n ~ n a n c e  of the range 
facilities, the cons~uction of additional 
range fa~Hties, ff necessar~  and monito~ 
ing of the success of the g r a ~ n g  plans and 
the wilderness management  plans. 

If speofic components of an area's wfldew 
ness values (water quality or riparian hab-
itat  for exampl~  are advers~y  impacted 
by Hvestock gra~ng,  any or aH of the above 
practices would be modified. This would 

. 

3-1 

All AMPs, w h ~ h ~  in ~ a c e  ~ ~ a n n ~ ,  
have Re  m ~ e  ~ n ~  m o ~ r i n g  ~ans .  
A ~ u ~ m e n ~  in Hve~ock n u m b ~ s  may  be 
made if mon~oring data ~ c ~  that  it 
would be the appropf i~e  m e a s u ~  and ~l-
lowing an e n ~ m n m e n ~ l  a ~ s m ~ t .  

Cost/benefit  a n M ~  will be done Mr each 
AMP. 

The four a~ernatives developed by 
the interdisciplinary team during the 
public scoping process represent a 
reasonable range of alternatives that  
address the known issues and resource 
conflicts (DEIS page 2). Other a~e~ 
natives were considered but were not 
included bee DEIS page 8 and errata). 
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3~ 

3~ 

3~ 
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Presently forage a l locat~ns  are 60% 
for non~onsumptive uses (wate~hed 
pro~ction, visuM, ~c.) and 40% for 
w f l ~ i ~  and hve~ock. AHocafions 
between wildhfe and Hve~ock are not 
~ a ~ b l e  because of the level of inten-
~ve moni to~ng that  would be neces-
sary. 

Although very small amounts ~ess 
than 1%) of the public lands in this 
EIS area are ~ p a ~ a n ,  BLM is com-
mRted to protect ~ p a ~ a n  vegetation. 
BLM has undertaken exten~ve mea-
sures in both the Phoenix and Safford 
D~t~cts  to protect or rehabilitate 
r i p a r i a n  areas .  These  measu res  
in~ude fenong,  water source r~oca-
t ions  and  r ~ u v e n a t i o n s  t h r o u g h  
plantings. Such measures are stand-
ard mitigations wherever a problem 
of this nature exists. While these mea-
sures have not yet been implemented 
in the EIS area, both districts are 
ac t iv~y identifying areas for these 
types of management  actions. 

Estimation of the quantitative effects 
of each alternative on the desert to~ 
toise and cultural resources were not 
inc luded  because  no s ign i f i can t  
adverse impacts on them were identi-
fied by the interdisciplinary team. 

Appen~x  14 shows the ~ga l  d ~ c ~  
fion of those a l ~ t m e n ~  which would 
have Al~ tmen t  Management  ~ a n s  
(AMPs) or other actions under the 
P ~ r r e d  Al~rnative.  This ~ves  a 
~orr~ation of what  actions may  occur 
m the wildH~ areas Hsted in T a ~ e  
3-5. A n ~ p a ~ d  i m p a c t s  to the  
affected spe~es Hsted in T a ~ e  3~ are 
• ~ u ~ e d  under the va~ous a l ~ r n ~  
fives. Also see i n ~  Map ~1 in errata 
~ r  generalized ~cat ions of these a l ~  
men~.  

Significant cultural ~tes have been 
fenced as necessary in the pas~ Road 
closures are not considered reason-
able, as such an action would deny 
public access to extensive areas of 
public lands. 

If f en~ng  in the corridor were pro-
posed such f en4ng  would be in com-
pliance with your requi rement .  
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S e e  err~a.-

See ~ r a t a .  " -

See e r r~a .  

Phoenix Dist~ct ~ presently dev~op-
ing a herd management  plan sche~ 
uled for completion in late 1986. The 
goal is to reduce the herd ~om 150 to 
75-100 head. 

See errata for corrections. The dark-
ened areas on the map are the cities of 
Tucson and Phoenix, the hatched po~ 
tion is the burro herd area and is 
located northwest of Phoenix. 

See Response 3~. 

We agree that  Hvestock g ra~ng  does 
have negative impact on cultural 
resources .  The " m o d e r a t e  adverse  
impacts" refer to the dev~opment  of 
r ang~and  improvements. 

See errata. 

See errata. Table has been revised to 
d i sp lay  both ORV and  non-ORV 
forms of recreation. 

The tables, maps and graphic illus-
trations supplement the ana ly~s  of 
the i m p a ~ s  discussed in the EIS. 
Appen~x  14 is a tabulation of the 
location of those a l lo tmen~ for which 
AMPs are presc~bed or land trea~ 
ments  proposed to be i m ~ e m e n ~ d  
under the R a n g ~ a n d  Improvement 
al~rnative.  

Table 3-1 and Chapter 3 desc~be the 
affected environment and existing 
baseline data. Concern for corrective 
action ~ part  of the reason for the 
dev~opment  of this documen~ See 
Purpose and Need, Chapter 1, page 1. 

The goal of the P ~ r r e d  Al~rna tNe  
~ ~ m ~ n t a i n  and improve r ang~and  
conditions. This complies with the 
Fed~a l  Land Policy and Manag~ 
ment  A~.  

The DEIS ~ n ~  a d e d ~ o n  documen~ 
The ana lys~  ~ e  Preferred Al~rnm 
tive i n ~ c a ~ s  that  some a l ~ t m e n ~  
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would de~ine ff this alternative were 
implemented for all a l lo tment .  This 
is par t icula~y ~ue  when improv~ 
ment potential is lacking or where the 
costs would ~gnif icant iy outw~gh 
the benefits. Where the resources 
could be enhanced, i.e., where im-
p r o v e m e n t  p o t e n ~ a l  exists ,  then  
actions could be initiated to accomp-
fish this. Such ac~ons may  in~ude 
pr~ects  to improve wildlife habRa~ 
watershed or recreation. 

I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  t e am a n a l y s i s  
fa i led  to reveal  an y  ~ g n i f i c a n t  
impacts to econom~ and so~al  ~e-
ments on groups other than ranchers. 
Because this is a g ra~ng  i m p a ~  
s t a~men~  effo~s were focused on the 
ranching ~ement.  

Because of the scattered nature of 
these lands, inability to quantify 
wildli~ populations cr wildH~ based 
recreation uses on the pub ic  lands 
p r e ludes  the a s~gnment  of economic 
vMues to wildli~ with any reasonable 
degree of accuracy. 

The figure 126~000 is an approxi-
mate figure. The actual number is 
1264~38 acres. Of this total, 1246,203 
are leased for grazing. The remaining 
18,635 acres are unleased for g ra~ng  
use. 

Although Table ~2, page 9, shows 
~gnif icant  adverse impacts would 
occur in ~ p a ~ a n  areas, mit iga~ng 
measures to which management  is 
commRted would reduce impact levels 
in ~ p a ~ a n  areas where prob~ms 
exist. (See also mitigations, DEIS 
page 59 and response 33). 

Cons~uction of range improvemen~ 
is not r e ~ e d  to benefi t /cost  ratio 
con~derations,  but may be r~ated  to 
multiple use resources. Benefit /cost 
ratios are dev~oped as part of the 
AMP d e v ~ o p m e n t .  Fu r the r  addi-
tional co~  anMy~s  is conduced  to 
de t e rmine  the mos t  cos t - e f f lUen t  
means to accomplish the va~ous  
component p r ~ e ~ s  of the AMP. 

The Proposed Action Alternative de-
scribed in Chapter 2 indicates tha t  

33 

1240 

12-11 

any  c h a n g e s  in a l l o t m e n t s  will 
involve environmental assessments,  
monito~ng and the use of mitigating 
measures for resource protection. See 
pages 5 and 6. This appHes to all 
areas . . I t  is assumed that  there are 
some BLM acreages in each of these 
areas of high wildlife values. Some of 
the range improvement pr~ects  may 
be the tools in achieving the potential 
of some of these areas. The legal de-
sc~ptions of the allotments (as shown 
in errata and map) with AMPs or land 
t r e a t m e n t s  should  help cor re la te  
these actions wRh the wildlife areas. 

The ~ u ~ o n  of an ~ r n a t i v e  r~a~  
ing to land exchanges was con~dered 
but not carried ~ r w a r d  (see page 8). 
When this dra~  was w ~ e n ,  there 
was no clear direction as to which 
~ n d s  w o ~ d  be ~ s p ~ e d  ~ and ~ i c h  
lands would be a c q ~ d .  Identificm 
fion of such lands  would be very 
~ ~ .  

We agree that  under the No Ac~on 
~ r n a t i v e  wildlife-related recreation 
o p p o ~ u n i ~ e s  would  decl ine  wi th  
increased recreation use in some of 
the a l lo tmen t .  In those ~ t m e n ~  
(or pa r~  of ~ t m e n ~ )  where the ~ 
age condition was not in good or 
exceBent con~t ion and the trend was 
not static or impro~ng,  eventually 
i n , ea sed  re~eation use wo~d a d v ~ s ~  
ly impact wildli~ habi ta t  and p o p l i n  
tions and w f l d H ~ a ~ d  recreation 
opportunities. Because many of the 
~ t ~ e n ~  are in good or excellent 
ccndition and have a ~at ic  or impro~ 
ing trend, i n , e a s e d  use w o ~ d  not 
a l w a y s  a d v e r s ~ y  i m p a c t  w~dHfe-
re la ted  r ec rea t ion  oppo r tun i~es .  
Overall (EIS area-wide), we ~ our 
con~u~on  for Chap~r  IV, Section 
IV, Subsection H, recrea~on is co~ 
rec~ 

This rationale ~ s o  applies to the Pr~ 
posed A ~ & n .  Under this alternative 
there will be some aHotmen~ where 
the r ang~and  is not in  good condition 
or the trend ~ not improving. In these 
cases ,  w H d l i f e ~ a t e d  rec rea t ion  
o p p o r t u n i ~ e s  would be a d v e r s ~ y  
i m p a l e d  by increased recreation use. 
The management  empha~s  of this 



12-12 

1~1 

152 

a l t e r n a ~ v e  would c o n c e n t r a t e  on 
those allotments where the r a n g ~ a n d  
potential is high but condition unsa~ 
~factory,  where watershed problems 13-3 
exist, or where conflicts in use pa~ 
terns of Hvestock and wildlife exist. 
Under this alternative forage produe 
tivity would increase about 117,019 
AUMs. Par t  of the increase would 13-4 
d i rec t ly  benef i t  wildlife.  In those  
allotments where forage condition 13-5 
improve~ increases in recreation use 
would nct  necessarily be det~mental  
to wildlife and wild~fe-r~ated recrea-
~on opportunities. We  continue to 
b~ieve the overall impact to recrea- 13~ 
tion would be benefi4al  under the 
Proposed Ac~on. 

We have con~dered your suggested 
~lternative and have r~ected R for the 
reasons listed b~ow. The section 
"Alternatives Considered But Not 
Addressed" now reflects this. Errata  
for page 8. 

. Because of the s m ~ l  and sca~ 
tered nature of the lands we can-
not quantify w i l d ~  numbers. 

. Arizona Game and Fish cannot 
supp ly  wildl i fe  n u m b e r s  for 
these lands. 

. We c a n n o t  q u a n t i f y  h u n t e r  
activity ~vels on most publ~ 
lands in the EIS area because of 
the small and scattered nature of 
the land. 

. We befieve the a~ernafive to be 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 

It is the p r o ~ s s ~ n ~  judgement of 
BLM resource specialists that  the 
implementation of Al~rnat ives  A, C, 
and D would result in improved ran-
g~and  and thus improved h a ~ t a t  for 
r a r e  p l a n t s  p resen t .  R a n g ~ a n d  
enhancement  p r ~ e ~ s  -- coup~d with 
the rare plant protection measures 
H~ed on DEIS page 6 under Measures 
for Resource Pro~ct ion and Enhanc~  
ment  ~ would prove benefioal  to 
affe~ed rare plant pop~ation.  

See e~ata .  R e w ~ e n  to reflect the 
f a ~  that  the law is a d m i n i ~ e ~ d  by 

13-7 

13-8 

14-1 

15-1 

15-2 

1~3 

the Arizona C o m m ~ o n  of Ag~c~-
•ture and Horticu~ure. 

In the Phoenix Resource Area, eight 
plots have been estabHshed. They are 
schedu~d to be read twice a year for 
phenology and success. 

~ee errata. 

BLM ~gulat ions  s~pulate that  full 
con~derat ion be given to ~sted and 
proposed p lan~  at the ~me spe~fic 
AMPs are implemen~d.  

Map has been added to final. The cu~ 
rent ~ v ~  of inventory on s e e i n g  pr~-
ects is 100% of 1~% sample of each 
sec~on of pr~ect  area. For ~near  and 
small area pr~ects, the inventory is 
100% of the a l l eged  area. Considera-
~on of changes in these inventory 
levels will be based upon the s en~ t i~  
ity of the affected area as d~ermined  
by our data and through Section 7 
consultation w~h Fish and Wfldli~ 
Service. 

Yes, p~o~ty  will be given to native 
seed if it is cost effective and if suc-
cessful planting can be anti~pated.  
The use of buffalo grass and love 
g r a s s  will reduce erosion which  
should improve the habitat  for rare 
plants. 

Yes. 

C l a s ~ f ~ n g  al lo tmen~ is n ~ m M ~  
done through a team ~ e w  and ev~-
uation of a p p ~ p ~ e  con~tions.  See 
~so  1~1. 

Al lotmen~ are ~ w a y s  su~ect  lo 
~as~f ica t ion  changes ff the cr~eria 
for change are met. 

No vegetation resource benefits can 
be a n f i d p ~ e d  ~ c u s t o ~  a l l ~ m e n ~  
w~hout  cooperative effo~s of land-
owners on other involved agen~es.  

Soil resources generally follow those 
of the vegetation resource. Soil data is 
available at D~t~c t  offices for ~te-
specific information. 
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15~ 

15~ 

15-7 

15~ 

1@1 

16-2 

16-3 

16-4 

16-5 

Wftdfi~ h a b ~ s  w o ~ d  generally fol-
low trends desc~bed ~ r  veg~afion. 

Wherever threatened and endangered 
plants are known to exist on any 
category allotments, BLM has the 
requirement to dev~op habitat  man-
agement  plans for the pro~cfion of 
those plants. 

See 12-11. 

The DEIS makes no d e ~ o n  on  
i m ~ e m e n ~ f i o ~  b ~  m ~ y  p ~ a y s  
the ~ s ~  ~ i m ~ e m e n ~ n g  any ~ h e  
a ~ n a f i v ~ .  

See 12-10. 

See errata. 

The p ~ m a r y  purpose of an AMP is to 
improve r a n g ~ a n d  c o n ~ o n .  Past 
expe~ence has proven that  AMPs, 
when propeEy d ~ n e d  and car~ed 
out, do ~ e  r a n g ~ a n d  condition. 
Prior to ~ e m ~ f i ~  the AMP an 
en~ronmentM anMy~s  and benefit /  
cost anMy~s are developed. On this 
basis we have con~uded that  the 
i m ~ e m e n ~ o n  of the  proposed 
action w o ~ d  be benefi~M to vegeta-
tion (DEIS page 41), softs (DEIS page 
41) and w i M ~  hab~a t  (DEIS page 
46). 

We recognize, as stated on DEIS page 
44, t h a t  the  wa te r  i m p r o v e m e n t s  
co~d create ~vestock and deer com-
p e ~ o n  for forage and space. How-
ever, water improvement pr~ects as 
r a n g ~ a n d  dev~opmen~ would be 
su~ec t  to mitigations as desc~bed on 
DEIS page 6. A moni to~ng ~ a n  is a 
ba~c  component of an AMP and if 
moni to~ng reveals conditions have 
changed, then the AMP can be mod-
ified. 

Cost benefit a n M y ~ s  are a normM 
p a ~  of any  AMP or p r ~ e ~  ~ a n n i n g  
and will be done b e ~  im~ementa-
fion of any AMP or s ~ n g .  

See General Comment No. 2 

See General Comment No. 5. 

1%1 

1~2 

17~ 

17-4 

1%5 

17~ 

17-7 

1~8 

17~ 

1~1 

'See  response ~3. 

See response on a~ernafives '  dev~-
opment. General Response 1. 

Reductions of 50% are not automatic. 
They are i m ~ e m e n ~ d  over a ~year  
pe~od. This wo~d  ~ w  im~ementm 
fion -- in the reduced Hvestock graz-
ing al ternat ive-- of a ~duct ion sche~ 
ule cou~ed with m o ~ n g  ~ u ~  
so that  a more approp~ate g ra~ng  
lev~ cou~ be a t tuned .  Because these 
reductions wo~d  request changes in 
~ t m e n t  management  they wo~d  be 
subject  to e n ~ r o n m e n t ~  assess-
men~.  M o n i ~ n g  and mitigation are 
discussed on pages 5 and 6, DEIS. 

A clear schedule for dev~opment  of 
an ac~vity plan wftl be deferred until 
the Record of DeO~on has been 
issued. The procedure is described on 
page 2, Chapter I. 

The ~ t m e n t  un~ is empha~zed in 
the EIS because de4~ons  wftl be 
based by ~ t m e n L  

See general comment 5. 

Cultural resource values are con~d-
ered a t the  time of dev~opment  o f s ~  
spe~fic environmental  a ssessment .  
At that  time an inventory of appro-
p~ate in ten~ty  is conducted. The sec-
tion, Measures for Resources Prote~ 
fion and Enhancemen~ page 6 and 
Appendix 4, page 81, address these 
concerns. 

See response 3~. 

BLM did not regard the deadlines for 
this EIS as an absolute and all letters 
received within a reasonable time 
have been con~dered. 

The A p a c h ~ N a v ~ o  and  Cent ra l  
A~zona ~ a n ~ n g  Un~s are included 
~ the Phoenix Resource Area Resource 
Management  Plan (RM~ now b~ng 
dev~oped. This ~ a n  is scheduled ~ r  
com~efion ~ 1988. An RMP ~ r  ~ n d s  
~ ~ e  C ~ M ~  ~ a n ~ n g  UnRis ~ h e ~  
~ e d  ~ r  c o m m e n ~ m e n t  in 1987. The 
Rangdand P r o ~ a m  S u m m a ~  ( R e a m  
of Ded~on)  ~ r  this EIS b ~ o m ~  the 
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18-2 

1~3 

18-4 

1~5 

18-6 

18-7 

18-8 

18-9 

18-10 

18-11 

g r a ~ n g  plan for those areas not  unde~ 
a land use plan. 

See response 3-2. 

See response 13-7. 

Gen~M Response 1. 

Co~s  for implement ing  Alterna~ves 
A & C are reflected in T a ~ e  &l, pages 
42, 43. There would be no costs of any  
c o n s e q u e n c e s  for  i m p l e m e n t i n g  
Al t~na t ive  B. 

Response 3-1. 

The two suggested a~ernat ives  have 
been considered by the interdiscipli-
nary  team. The first, concerning feed-
lots, is discussed in errata in page 8. 

* 

The second, suggest ing el imination of 
g r a ~ n g  in the seven identified areas 
and  ~ o m  lands  in poor condition, is 
inherent ly  included in the No Gra~ng  
alternative. 

The Exist ing Env i ronmen t  Chapter  
desc~bes current conditions. We do 
not  intend to deempha~ze  the impo~ 
tance of the upper canopy, but  to point  
out the absence of the lower canopy 
resulting in unsu~able  habita~ 

See Response 1~7. 

We agree tha t  the presence of cattle 
will detract  from, or c o m p ~ t ~ y  spoil 
the expe~enee of some people recrea~ 
ing on the public lands.  The s t a t~  
men t  cannot ,  however,  be applied to 
every recreationist  u ~ n g  the public 
lands.  The effect of Hvestock on an 
experience will vary  from person to 
person and ~ o m  activity to activity. 

The destruction of ~ p a ~ a n  and other 
h a b ~ a t  and the fouling of s treams 
a n d  w a t e r h o l e s  wou ld  c e r t a i n l y  
detract  from a person~ recreation 
expe~ence. It  is our goal to manage  
the  pubfic lands  to correct and pre-
vent  these s~uations.  

~nL~:~: ~en~le~~ ~ ~ i a ~ :  ~!~ oi~basepdage 

50. 

18-12 

18-13 

18-14 

18-15 

1~16 

18-17 

18-18 

1~19 

1~20 

1~21 

See 1~4. 

No ~ c ~ s ~ d  ~ o c ~ n g  w o ~ d  be pe~ " 
m ~ d  un~l ~ r a g e  availabili ty war-
r a n ~ d  such an increase and only then 
fo l~wing  a ~ spe~fic ~ n ~ n m e m  
t ~  a ~ s m e n ~  

See Response 12-3. 

Si t~spe~fic  analyses will be done 
p~or  to any work. Spe~fic spe4es  
would be identified in those docume n t .  

Costs are normal ly  shared for the 
construction of range i m p r o v e m e n t .  
BLM usually furnishes mate~Ms,  the 
rancher  p ro~des  the labor. Funds  ~ r  
the m a t e r , s  are n o r m M ~  d e l v e d  
~ o m  g r a ~ n g  ~es.  

This DEIS is not  a dec~ion documen~ 
We are aware tha t  the implementa-
tion of A~ernafive A would create 
some ~gni f icant  adverse impacts,  if 
not  mit igated,  in ce~ain  areas. This  
fact will be con~dered when man-
agement  decisions are made  to select 
a n d  a d j u s t  t he  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  The  
Record of D e ~ o n  will indicate the 
final s~ecfion, mi t igat ing measures 
a n d  the  m o n i t o ~ n g / e n f o r c e m e n t  
program. 

See 18-17. 

We do not a n t i , p a t e  any ~ g n i f i c a n t  
adverse or benefi~al  impacts  to j avel-
ina in ma in t a in  or custodial allo~ 
ments  under  Alternative A. 

We do not  a n t i ~ p a ~  any changes  in 
the condition of whiM-wing dove and 
Gamb~ ' s  quail ~ o m  present  g r a ~ n g  
p a t t e r n s .  As the  DEIS  i n d i c a t e ~  
i m p a ~ s  on the scaled quail and  Mon-
~ z u m a  quail would continue on the 
ma in ta in  category ~ t m e n t .  We do 
ne t  con~der,  these impacts  lo be sig-
nificant. Table 2-2, page 9. 

I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of  A ~ e r n a t i v e  A 
would not  change the g r a ~ n g  pa~e rn  
on most  of the a l l o t m e n t .  Therefore, 
i m p a ~ s  to culturM resources ~ o m  
g r a ~ n g  would not  increase ~ o m  the 
i m p l e m e n t a ~ o n  of  A ~ e r n a ~ v e  A. 
G r a ~ n g  i m p a c t  on cu~ural  resou~ 
ces in the AMP and land  ~ e a t m e n t  
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18-22 

18-23 

19-1 

19-2 

a l ~ t m e n ~  would be con~dered and 
m ~ i m ~ e d  by law. We do not b ~ v e  
that  the revised CEQ worst case 
ana ly~s  ~ q ~ m e n ~  a p ~ y  in ~ i s  
m ~ .  

The impact of livestock grazing on an 
a l lo tmen t  ~ a s ~ f i e d  " m a i n t a i n "  
would be the same as the ana ly~s  on 
pages 47 and 48 because our man-
agement practices are aimed at pres-
ervafion of a satisfactory forage con-
dition and trend. 

In '~ustodial" allotments our man-
agement involvement and practices 
are Hm~ed and even nonexistent (See 
Appendix 3, page 80 of the DEIS). As 
a resuR there is potential for loss of 
recreation oppo~unities. This, how-
ever, is not the rule in every case. 
These  ' ~ u s t o d i a l "  a l l o tmen t s  are 
o~en part of larger ranches admini~ 
tered by other state and federal agen-
des.  As such, recreation oppo~unities 
are o~en managed in coordination 
wRh the ranch operation and Hv~ 
stock are not permuted to decimate 
the r ang~and  condition. 

This will be determined, as stated in 
the DEIS (page 59), by the AMP, HMP 
or other activity plan. 

Water qual~y was not discussed in 
greater depth because the impacts to 
water quaHty ~om the implementa-
tion of a~ernatives were negligible. 
BLM does comply with state water 
qua l i t y  s t a n d a r d s .  No v io la t ions  
related lo Hvestock have been reported. 

H y d r ~ o g y  s tu~es  have been done. 
E v M u a t ~ n  of these  sp r ings  and  
Hparian areas is under way - - as 
p ~ m s  are identified these prote~ 
tive m e a s u ~ s  will be initiated. The 
sec t ion  on m a n a g e m e n t  gu idance  
common to aH a l ~ r n a t i v ~ ,  DEIS 
pages 5, and 6, describes the envi-
r o n m e n t a l  a s s e s s m e n t ,  m i t i g a ~ o n  

194 

194 

1~5 

19-6 

19-7 

19-8 

19-9 

19-10 

and monitoring procedures for any 
changes in present allotment man-
agement. See errata for page 41. 

General response No. 3. 

See response 19~. 

Herb~ides were not discussed in this 
document as they are not a means  of 
vegetation conirol available to us at 
this time. If  use is authorized in 
future, then an appropriate environ-
mental document will be completed. 

The a~umpt ion  c o n ~ r ~ n g  ~ H  ~ n &  
ing is made ~ r  analytical purposes 
and c o n ~ e n c ~  

General response No. 3. 

The Mitigating Measures section on 
page 53 s u p ~ e m e n ~  mater i~  pre-
viously discussed in the section on 
Management  Guid~ines (DEIS page 
2), Monitoring and Evaluation (DEIS 
page  2), M a n a g e m e n t  G u i d ~ i n e s  
Common to ~ l  Al~rnat ives  (DEIS 
page 5), and Measures for Resource 
Protection and Enhancement  (DEIS 
page 6) as w~l as mitigation mea-
sures identified in the Env~onmenta l  
Consequences. chapter. 

By law gra~ng  a~ivit ies must con-
form to w ~ d e r n e s s  m a n a g e m e n t  
requirement .  Therefore, f fg ra~ng  or 
any other activity is degrading the 
wilderness quality, steps must be 
taken to remedy the problem. 

Only a portion of the EIS area will be 
included in the Phoenix Resource 
Area RMP. Grazing l e v i s  set by this 
EIS will be con~dered in the dev~-
opment of the RMP. R would be pr~ 
mature to state that  they would be 
acceptable. We do not a n t i ~ p a ~  that 
flexibility would be imp~red.  
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ERRATA 

The following corrections and  changes  have  been made  to the text  of the draf t  EIS. They are the 
resul t  of pubfic comment  and  agency  review. The dra f t  EIS, together  wi th  this  abbreviated f inal  
vernon,  const i tute the f inal  EIS for the Eas tern  A~zona  G r a ~ n g  M a n a g e m e n t  Program. 

p a g e  vi i i  

P ~ a ~ a p h  4 -- 1st sentence, change  " ~ '  
to " m o d ~ ' .  

P a g e  ix 

Firs t  c ~ u m n ,  Consequences,  pa r ag raph  seven, 
add: A ~  ~ p ~  ~ o m  ~ e a t m e n ~  m a y  oc-
C U ~  

P a g e  8 

~ m a f i ~ s  Considered But  Not Addressed 

D u ~ n g  the review pe~od several a~ernaf ives  
were suggested by the p u ~ c .  Some are a ~  
dressed s p e ~ f i c ~ l y  in the responses to i n~ -
~ d u a l  letters. Others are discussed b~ow. 

A w f l d ~  e m p h a ~ s  ~ r n a t i v e  was suggested. 
We befieve t h a t  e~her  the reduced g r a ~ n g  or no 
graz ing a l ternat ives  could be ~ r m e d  as a wil& 
f i~  e m p h a ~ s  al ternative.  

An ~ r n a t i v e  which would estabfish upward 
~ e n d s  Mr ~ l  acreages w i ~  ~ n t i M  ~ d  with a 
g m ~ a M e  ~ r  a ~ o m p f i s M n g  this was  s u ~  
~ .  We b ~ e  that ,  e x ~  ~ r  spe~fied time 
pe~ods,  t h e e  o~ec t ives  a ~  b a ~ c ~  ~en t i f i ed  
in the Reduced G r a ~ n g  and  No G r a ~ n g  Alte~ 
natives.  

An a l ternat ive  to compare econom~ v ~ u e  of 
~ l d l i ~  a g ~ n ~  the econom~ value of fivestock 
was  suggested.  For the f o l ~ w i n g  reasons we 
have  not  included it as an  ~ r n a t i v e  ~ be ana-
~zed .  

- - Because ~ ~ e  small  and  sca~ered na ture  of 
the lands  we c a n n ~  q u a n t i ~  ~ l d l i ~ .  

- - A ~ z o n a  Game and  ~ s h  canno t  s u p ~ y  wild-
l i~  numbers  ~ r  ~ e s e  h n ~ .  

- - Because of the small  and  sca~ered na ture  of 
these lands,  we cannot  q u a n t i ~  hun te r  or 
non~onsumpt ive  uses ~ w i l ~ .  

- - We believe t h a t  a~e rna t ive  to be beyond the 
scope of ~ e  EIS. 

P a g e  9 

T a ~ e  2@ connected as ~Hows 

~ r n ~ e  A -- Basin and  Range  
-- ~ g h o r n  Sheep 0 

~ r n ~ e  A -- B a r n  and  Range  
~ A r c h a e ~ o g y  ~ 

~ r n a t i v e  A -- B a r n  and  Range  
- - P a ~ o n t o l o g y  --

~ r n ~ e  B - - B a s ~  and  Range  
~ A r c h a e ~ o g y  ~ 

Alternat ive B -- Basin and  Range 
-- Paleontology --

Recreation has  been divided as follows: 

A B C D 
BR CP BR CP BR CP BR CP 

M~o~zed Rec. 
in~ ORVUse 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Non-M~o~zed ++ ++ 0 0 ++ ÷+ ++ ++ 

P a g e  13 

C ~ u m n  2, Protected Plants ,  pa rag raph  two. 
Firs t  sentence should read: The u n c o n ~ d  
co~ection or destruction of m a n y  rare or com-
m e r ~ a l l y  v ~ u a b l e  spe~es is p roh ib i~d  by the 
A ~ z o n a  N a i v e  Plant Law (ARS, CH 7, Article 
1) wh&h is a d m i n i ~ e r e d  by the A~zona  Com-
m ~ o n  of Ag~cul ture  and  Hort icu~ure with 
the cooperation of the BLM. 

P a g e  14 

Map number  s h o e d  be 3~. 

P a g e  16 

Tumarnoca macdouglii is changed ~ o m  C(1) to 
PT Ch~lan thes  p~ng~i  C(2) is added to fist as 
are Cyanchurn wiggins~ and Phocelia cepha-
lotes. 

D~ete  Stenocerus thurber£ 
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Page  21 

M o ~ n g  Table 
B a r n  and Range 

Photo  Toe Photo  
AHo~ No.  Point  Pace Plot  

6005 4 4 
6135 1 1 
6026 2 2 
6095 4 4 

6103 7 7 
6104 3 3 
6139 1 1 
6161 5 5 

6169 1 1 
6201 1 1 
6044 1 
6215 4 4 

6222 3 3 
6223 2 2 
6227 2 2 
6239 8 8 

6243 1 1 
6072 12 12 
6016 2 2 
6032 2 2 

6244 2 2 
6042 2 2 
6067 3 3 
6111 1 1 

6120 4 4 
6125 2 2 
6168 4 4 
6197 4 4 

6244 3 3 
6020 2 
6029 3 3 
6133 1 1 

6039 4 4 
6040 2 2 
6068 2 
6075 2 2 

6083 2 2 
6126 1 
6144 3 2 
6153 2 2 

6203 1 1 
6183 

6047 
6110 
6156 
6157 

6158 
6061 
6051 

Bass ~ a  

Colorado Plateau 

43 9 

Aft studies read every three years except ~ r  
6047 (F-Ba~ 5 ~ 1 ~  and  these are read yearly.  

Photo Point  -- Photo ~ o m  same p ~ n t  - - gen-
e r ~  ~ e w  g e n ~  trend. 

Toe Pace -- Indicates  cove~ ~equency  and 
spe~es compo~fion.  

Photo Plot -- Photo of e~her  3'x3' or ~ x ~  ~ o t  
i n ~ c a ~ s  spe~es composition and  ~end.  

B&R ~8 Mlots -- Toe Pace and  Photo Plot 
3 a~ots -- Photo Plot 

C / P  1 M ~ t  ~ Photo P ~ n t ,  Toe pace and  P h ~ o  
PlY. 

Page 21 

Map 3 -- De~c t ing  ~ca t i ons  of a l l ~ m e n ~  h a ~  
ing AMPs or s c h e d ~ e d  for AMPs or land  ~ e a ~  
m e n ~ .  

Page  25 

C ~ u m n  2, Section 2. Mearns  q u ~ l  is c u ~ e n ~ y  
called M o n ~ z u m a ' s  qu~ l .  

Page  26 

L~tie  C~orado  River S p ~ e d a c e  - - s h o e d  be 
Spikedace. 

A~zona  G i ~ f f s  S ~ n k  - - s h o e d  be "v".  

Coati - - no longer ~sted. 

Sulfur Be l i ed  Flycatcher  -- no ~ n g ~  ~ e d .  

Page 27 

Map 3-1 - - T o ~ s e  ~ g h t i n g s  added to f in~ .  

Page  28 

C ~ u m n  1, Section IX. S t u ~ e s  conducted in 
Cochise, San  Pedro and  S~ver Be~ P lann ing  
U n i ~  a ~ b u t e d  to P r o ~ s s ~ n ~  A n ~  
lysts: 1982 s h o e d  be changed to Gordon Br~  
n i ~ k ~  See B i M ~ g r a p h y  ~ r  full ~ ta t ion .  

Page  29 

Map s h o e d  be numbered ~2. 



Page 30 
Table 3-7. S i~  Types No. 3 -- ~ne 2 - - '~ddens"  
should be "middena"  

Page 31 

Map should be number  3-3. 

Page 42 

The following informat ion should be in~uded  as p a ~  of T a ~ e  4-1. 

Erra ta  Sheet for TABLE 4-1 

AHo~ No. Legal Descrip~on (T&R) 
6239 T. 12 N., R. 2 E. 

T. 13 N., R. 2 E. 
6103 T. 7 N., R. 2 W. 

T. 7 N.,R. 1W. 
6095 W. 6 N., R. 2 .W. 

T. 6 N.,R. 1W. 
T. 5 N., R. 2 W. 

4408 T. 16 S., R. 21 E., 
4409 T. 12 S., R. 19 E. 
5284 T. 22 S., R. 22 E. 
6168 T. 4 S., R. 12 E. 

T. 5 S., R. 12 E. 
6169 T. 11 N., R. 3 E. 
6020 ~ T. 13 S., R. 10 E. 

T. 14 S., R. 10 E. 
T. 14 S., R. 9 E. 

6183 T. 13 S., R. 9 E. 
T. 13 S., R. 10 E. 
T. 14 S., R. 9 E. 

6032 T. 5 S., R. 11 E. 
6244 T. 5 S., R. 11 E. 
6039 T. 7 S., R. 12 E. 

T. 7 S., R. 13 E. 
6144 T. 8 S., R. 11 E. 

T. 8 S., R. 12 E. 
T. 9 S., R. 11E. 

6083 T. 9 S., R. 11 E. 
T. 10 S., R. 11E. 
T. 10 S., R. 12 E. 

6068 T. 9 S., R. 6 E. 
T. 10 S., R. 6 E. 
T. 11S., R. 6 E. 
T. 12 S., R. 6 E. 

6072 T. 11 S., R. 7 E. 
T. 11S., R. 8 E. 

6153 T. 11 S., R. 9 E. 
T. 11S., R. 10 E. 

Y e a r  ( A c ~ o n ~  to be Implemented 
1987 I m ~ e m e n t  Revised AMP 
1994 I m p ~ m e n t  Brush Management  
1986 Implement  Revised AMP 

1987 Implement  Revved  AMP 

1988 I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
1988 I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
1989 I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
1989 I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
1989 I m p ~ m e n t  S e e i n g  
1995 ImOemen t  AMP 
1989 I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
1990 I m ~ e m e n t  Seeding 

1988 
1986 

1989 
1992 
1992-

1995 

I m ~ e m e n t  AMP 
I m ~ e m e n t  S ~ n g  

I m ~ e m e ~  S ~ n g  
I m ~ e m e n t  S ~ n g  
I m ~ e m e ~  S ~ d ~ g  

I m ~ e m e n t  S ~ n g  

1994 I m ~ e m e ~  S ~ n g  

1999 Implement  Seeding 

1999 I m ~ e m e n t  S e e i n g  

1997 I m ~ e m e n t  S e e i n g  



Allo~ No. 

6126 

Legal D e s c ~ p ~ o n  (T&R) 

T. 12 S., R. 9 E. 
T. 13 S., R. 9 E. 
T. 14 S., R. 9 E. 

Year ( A c ~ o n ~  to be Implemented 

1990 I m ~ e m e n t  S ~ n g  

AH ~ e ~ n g s  will have test ~o ts  applied ~3 years be~re  im~emenf ing  p r~e~ .  Should these ~om 
show nega~ve ~sMm, p r ~ e ~ s  could be abandoned. 

All ~ e ~ n g  p r ~ e ~ s  will have environmental  a ~ s m e n m  w ~ e n  with a p p r o p ~ e  ~eaHngs and 
mitigations before p r ~ e ~ s  will proceed. 

Page 51 

C~umn 2, Section G. Paleonto~gy -- D e ~  Photo Pace Pho lo  
first sentence. AHot. No. P o i n t  F r e q u e n c y  Plot 

Page 59 6039 2 2 
First column, Section D. New paragraph fol~w- 6040 2 
ing paragraph 3. Monitoring of ~ p a ~ a n  areas 6068 2 
as cal~d for in HMPs will p ~ n t  to those Hpa~ 6075 2 
ian areas where acceptaMe regeneration is not 6083 2 2 
occur~ng. 6126 

MonRoring Table 6144 2 
Basin and Range 6153 

6183 2 

9 

Photo Pace Photo  
AHo~ No. Point  Frequency Plot  

6005 2 2 
6135 1 
6026 2 2 
6095 3 3 

6103 4 4 
6104 3 3 
6139 1 
6161 3 3 

6169 I 
6201 I 
6215 4 4 
6222 3 3 

6223 2 2 
6227 3 3 
6239 6 6 
6243 1 

6072 6 6 
6016 2 2 
6032 3 3 
6244 1 

6042 2 2 
6111 2 2 
6120 3 3 
6125 2 2 

6168 6 6 
6197 4 4 
6244 2 2 
6020 3 3 

6029 I 1 

6047 
6110 
6156 
6157 
6158 
6061 
6051 

3 3 
2 

2 
2 

Colorado Plateau 
43 9 

4 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 

These are proposed studies that  would be 
in~iated under a~ernatives A and C. All studies 
will be done every three y e a ~  except ~ r  6047 (F-
Bar, 5 ~ )  and these will be done yeaH~ 

P h o ~  P ~ n t  -- P h o ~  ~om same p ~ n t - - gen 
eral view, gen~M Send. 

Pace Frequency -- in~ca tes  cover ~equency 
and spe~es compo~tion. 

Photo Plo t - - Photo of ~ ther  ~x3' or 5'x5' ~o t  
i n ~ c a t ~  spe~es compo~gon and ~end. 

B&R 25 AHots w/Pace  Frequency and Photo 
Plot 

1 allot, w/Photo P ~ n t  and P h ~ o  Plot 
1 allot, w/Photo  P ~ n t  and Pace Fre 

quency 
8 ~lot. w/Photo P l ~  
3 allot, w/Photo P ~ n t  

CP 1 Allot. w/Photo P~nt ,  Pace Frequency 
and P h ~ o  Plot 

6 allot, w/Pace  Frequency 

41 



Page 69 

A l l ~ m e n ~  Hsted on page 6~71, plus ~rst  ~ve 
on page 72 are in Safford District. There are no 
"M" ca~gory  ~ t m e n t s  in Safford D i s t ~ .  

D~ete A l l ~ m e n ~  4408 and 4409. Pub ic  lands 
in these ~ t m e n ~  have been exchanged to the 
State of Ar~ona.  

Page 71 
D ~ e  ~ t m e n t  5284. P u ~  ~ n d s  in this ~ 
ment  sched~ed  ~ r  exchange to the State of Ari-
zona. 

Page 75 
Al~ tmen t  No. 5013 -- should be "C" category. 

Page 83 

First c~umn,  paragraph 4 -- last Hne -- "An-
devs" should be "An~v~ ' .  

Page 124 

Correc~ Sayles, E.B. and Ernest  A n ~ v ~  1941 

Page 125 

Add: Taylor, D.E., and W~chuc~  S.L. 1980. 
Small m a m m ~  inventory and vegeta~ve 
assessment  of the Harcuvar, Vulture, and 
Skull Valley Planning Un~s. Unpu~  
~shed repo~ prepared by Arizona Game 
and Fish Depa~ment.  Phoeni~ Ar~ona: 
BLM D ~ t ~  Office. 
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INSERT MAP NO. 1 
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